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 ARTHUR LISMER: A CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF HIS PEDAGOGY iN‘RELATION )

© TO HIS USE-OF THE' PRQJECT METHOD IN CHILD-CENTERED ART EDUCATION
( .. ) [ > \
~ Angela Nairne Grigor ] '
. This study examines Arthur Lismer's (1885-1969) pedagogy as it ,

related to his children's Saturday morning art classes at the Art Caiierg

| of Toronto and later at the Montreal Museum of Fine Arts, émigrating

from Eng]and as a young man he had JO1ned w1th other paintens,;o form the |,

Group of Seven before becoming an- art educator. Untrained for this work,

" he was mainly influenced by Franz Cizek (1865-1946) of Austria, and

John Dewey (1859-1952) of the Uni'ted States., Thé focus of'this.s;udy~is

on the way- in which Lismer combined the permissive theories of Cizek with

~

the soc1a1]y oriented Project Method Hypired by’Dewey. A basic’ contra-~

diction is evident between Cizek s philosophy which was concerned with

*

the intuitive development of the individual through art-making, and

.

o

Dewey's phiioSOphy which aimed'at the sdcial integration of the indivi-

!
dual through a process of group cooperation and ratidnai 1earning fIn'

-~ "

addition there were other factors which affected the way 1n which Lismer |

‘Used’the—Proaect Method, 1nc1uding social influences which-derived Trom
his background in England particularly -from the work of wiiliam Morris
the artist and soc1aiist These social concerns and other elements in

Lismer's pedagogy are found by this study to have been contradictory to

his theory of child-centered art education.
[V
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Arthur Lismer: His Career as an_Art Educator .

' .
\ -

In ]911,

-

\J:hur Lismer (1885-1969), a commercial artist!and aspiring

pai‘nté} arrived in Toror)to from his native Britain. With the optimism of

®
—

youth and his skills as"}m arti ét,, he hoped to'find work which would enable
‘him to continue pai;lting: He ’wa;s 'fortunate enough to be hi redbalmost
immediat:ﬂy by ﬁavid Smith and Compa'ny, a fi rm of engravers in Toronto.

Two years zlater‘, to augﬁent his -inc'ome, he E:egan teaching art at the .
Ontario Summer School for Teachers. Entering the field of art education
almost by accident, Lismer féundb an area in wh]ﬂ};h he could express the
ma~ny‘facets"!of his complex pe’rsonaﬁty.

*  + In 1916 Lismer became the p;”incipal 01; 'thg Victoria School o% Art

and Design in Halifax, Nov’a Scotia, a posi't‘ion Which required his exce]—\
Tent organizational ab}ﬁties.' Lismer began to form his educati'on{a]
philosophy at this time, and said that Halifax was, “an incubator for

me. I.learhed there the business of teaching.” (McLeish,°1955, p. 65)n

He began t\o observe and lecture in the }oca} school system, and taught
classes 1'n!a‘r't on Saturday mornings. The Sfchoo1 of Art and Design was
iwite foss;il'ized when Lismer became princ1p|a1 , and he snent.the following
three year<§ fighting an uphill battle with the Board of Governors in an
effort to improve and modernize the programme\s being offered. In the
year 1919 Lismer .returned to Toronto to become Vice Pr:incipa] of the ‘
. Ontario College of Art, and fourd\g that attitudes at the col]egé were as .

traditional and difficult to change as they had been in Halifax. The
| - Ny .

’, chief opponent to Lismer's new ideas ‘wask'George‘Reid., the principal. The

friction between the two men grew, as Lismer became increasingly impatient

with Reid's failure to uphold the rules and regulations‘of‘the college. ,‘
A . ! /
By 1927 Lismer was tired of the administrative difficulties which conti-

i . »
i 4
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nued to curb his plans for 'the.Ontam‘o Col]ege o;‘ Art, apd,accepted the °.
 position of educational supervisor at the Art Gaﬂ‘ery of Toronto. His -
"qew,positqion was to 'give him-the freedom to explore his many ideas on
artv education,

. A period of expansion was beginnihg at tﬂe gallery, .and Lismer Wa§ \
able to‘ implement a varied programme of gallery education for‘bouth. -
'parenfs, and children. Lismer began his new'work with characteristic
energy and the ‘miss'io'nar.y zeal of one who had been frus‘trated for a long
time. He organized 1;e‘ctur;es, gallery talks, and circﬁ]ating exhibitions:
,makingqspecial provisions for téacﬁers from the school system, which'
included a pictorial lending library, and specialized lectures on
teaching art.'(Yanover, 1986, p. é) In addition Lisrper ‘gave tours .of
the Art Gallery bringing new;inferegt to the work with his imaginative
presentations. Lismer and h1:s stéff worked to dispel the atmosphere of
elitism, and succeeded in’ bringiné the Art Gallery into a central posi'- '

,tion 'in the life of the city.

In 1930 Lismer's' most controversia]vactien at th‘e Ar‘t‘GaHery was
fhe introduction of Safurday morm’r}g art classes for children., These
classes represented a radical change in Art Gallery policy which, up to
that time had seen ivts primary function as being a display area for
wofks of a‘rt. Every Saturday Lismer admitted Ihundreds of children
between the ages of eight and thirteen, who, working in very large groubs,
- were taugh.t by a handful of dedicated instructors.’

‘ At that time discipline was considered to be essential in the
education and training of children, and in a _sqcia] situation children

* were expected to be seen and not heard. Iéven though the noise. level

during Lismer's’Saturday classes rose to the point when the instructors

had to shout to be heard, (Medhurs‘f, 'the 1) at no time were the children

v
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- unmanageable. However it must have beer a formidable task to maintain

+

the interest of so many c.hildren. The teachers Lismer chose were young '
and inexperienced 'a_rt studenfs, several of whom he had taught at the
Ontario\ COHe§é of‘IArt. In this way:Lismer was able to retain control
over th;z teaching methods used in his classes. He provéld to' he a gopd
judge of’ character, many of those trained at the gallery remained with

3

him throughout his teaching career, and spent their lives praemoting his
jdeas; 0

At first the children were given the ‘task of cobying the gallery
exhibits. Watching these results, ho;vever, Lismer decided on a funda- /
mental change, a decision which was undoutgted]y infiuenced by 'the advent
of the first Cizek exhibitié_n which Lismer.bnought to the Art Gallery in

1927. The enthusiasm which this show generated was enormous. Yanover

says that,

K
)

‘ Ai);‘)r‘;‘imately twelve hundred -children saw- the show, and a.special1
evening lecture given by a Dr. Koler who accompanied the eribit:ion
arew- an enormous crowd“of almost a thou;and people. The Mail aﬁd
Empire responded favourably to the show: "Those who see the Cizek

"\ Exhibition cannot fail to be touched with the appeal of chﬂdr‘l‘e_n

at work or play or caught in reverie,‘ it would be a calamity o

°

miss-it."

Lismer readily acknowledged the influence of both this exhi-
. bition and the phi]osopﬁy of Franz Cizek on his subsequent growth |
oas.'a'q art educator.. "Cizek," hé said, "w.as the pioneer of our day
/ "in the recogn;tion of the child as artist." The teéchings of Cizek
became a stimulus to Lismer's developing ideas about education.

¢ /
(Yanover, 1980, p. 10)

’



/ o \
. The work.of"C}‘zek's children was of an unusually high graphic quality,
and was 'ﬂimpressive t}ecause it was beh’éved that they were completely
untutored. This exhibition was inspirational for Lismer and his staff,
and nt; doubt served’to promote the Saturday children's art classes.
Lismer said of the Cizek exhibi‘tion that it, "started us off with"
a magn%fi cent demonstr‘ation of what children could do under guidance."
(Yanover, 1980, p..,,'lO) He apbeared to reserve, judgment on the amou‘nt
‘of freedom‘which.Ciiek gave his §,tudents.‘V -
Reco'gniz_inrg the chi_]drén's need for‘ act%on; Lismer introduced the
method known as the "Project", or "Enterprfse System".’ Project work
appeared first in the primary schaools of‘Eng'landl, and was inspired by
the philosophies of Dewey and Froebel. (Blishen, 1969, p- 577) Dewey'g
theory of reflective thinking indicated‘ that the child's immediate
environment was able to supply all the material necessary for education.
He believed Fhat all learning took place as the re:s'ult of~experience,
and that-thinking about experj‘ehces and their consequences was the basis
of genuine education. iDeighton, 1971, p. 81) He proposed that all
subject areas in school would have more relevancd for children if they
were studied under one topic. But he stressed that the topic mist

épproximate a genuine "real-1ife activity" so that it would seem to the

. child to be worthy of study. (Stormzand, 1924; ‘p. 748) The children

who worked according to this method cooperated with each other, .researching,

sharing and building towards a common er{d. The opportun\i ty to learn
about the chosen topic from many different aspects was coupled with

possibilities to interact socially with others. (Alberty, 1927, p. 105)
b

This system of working suited Lismer admirably, in that he was concerned

with the social- adjustment of the child, as well as the integration of




/
’ art with other 1éarhing matem’al )
S . At the end of _every schoo] year Lismer and his staff organized - -
( presentatwns for parents and the public. Ihese presentatmns were ’ ’f

- ’ca}led pageants, and Lismer's students worked for months in '
p{eparation for these events. Top'ics'wc'e'ré c;»osen by the in’struct,o’rs .
. a?riud were coordinated to fit into the géneral theme of the pqg;é‘r;t.
. The ‘instructor presented the topic to_the students with films, visual - 7
. material, a visit to the Tocal museum, or other’ plg.ces ’of're1ev‘ance.
[ ' *{Medhurst, Note 2). The students were expected to carry out their own v
. \ ’1_nvest1'gat1'ons, and subsequent work was deJe]oped from théir understanding
M of the topic, which ;Nas generally of an historical, §eogr’a;3h1‘ca1, or

N social nature. The pageant was.an occasion for music, dancing and acting,

f and Lismer, who had a]ways beén interested in'th;e\"cheatre enjoyed his’
» role as producer. He acted as, "Impressamo overall director...he ran
IR K a sort of structured .chaos." (Yanover, 1980, p. 20} Li smer, talkmg of *
the child's participation in the projects and pageants said: ' ‘

¢

His drawing or b;{inting- becomes actuality, he designs e{nd(makes’
cq§tumes, weapons, stage settings, puts an a play, and a;tuaﬂ'y

1ives ins)ide his 'own creation, a sort of three dimentional planning
in which he can move, dance, talk and enjoy himself immensely.: .
(Lismer, Note 3, p. 2) . 4 ' .

The pageants, the result of “months of work, were "quite g]orious."'
( Yanover, 1980, .p.20) ' The spectécular effects were no doubt due in (

_ large measure to the lavish decorations on the sets, costumes and props.
Year after _year. the pageants were unquestwnab]y a social success, a

triumph for L1smer, and tremendous pubhc1ty for ‘the Art Gaﬂery

 +No doubt the pageants had originally been implemented to serve as

¢ ¢

):c,
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a focal point for the year's activities. It has been suggested, however,

,
.. .

that the pageants becajie more and more aashoweaseqfor Lismer's talents as -

.an ar% educat@r.“(Lands]ey, Note'4)‘Executed on a\qrahd scale, this meant

that there was frequeht1y hard Iabour and little pTeasure for many of

L1smer S early uccess at the Art Ga]]ery paved the way for the

opening.of an Art Center in.1933. He felt that he needed to research

h1s methods w1fh sma]]er groups thrnughout the week, rather than w1th

a L4
the 1arge Saturday chasses for a few hours He had app]1ed to the

’ Carneg1e Corpor4t1on, which funded exper1menta1 prOJects 1n)prqgress1ve°
\

e L

education, and was subsequeht]y awarded a grant for $10,000. An old

house was bought ahd renovated ,sand .belame a commun1ty Eghter devoted

»

to art wh1ch catered to a11 sec%qons ‘of soc1ety v

Lismer, bemg occup1ed with. the® other numerous pr'bgrammes at the -

Art-GalIerx, 1eft much of the work at the Art Center to a group of
teachers who had been tra1ned 1n the Saturday c1asses Informﬁt1on

gathered at the Art Cen:ér was to prove 1nvaTUab1e to the new programmes

‘which were subsequently set up in Montrea] Halifax, and Winnipeg and

?

later to ‘many others across Canada, v

" The community sp}rrt fo§tered at the Art Centerouas the direct

: . - N Y . » . .
. result of Lismer's belief that the individual should have freedom of "

expressioh within the framework of cohmunity needs. In his brivate
notes heﬂwrote.that, ”Persona]ity and the individual count as a upit
of our culture."” (Llsmer, Note 5) The néeds of the commun1twaere

indeed great. L1smer had long been appalled at the quallty of art

instruct%on within the Ontario®¥chool system. He may have -seen the ﬁ;\‘g.

¢ “ N ‘
PN . b . - . -

. |
« . 1
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(oYma] tasks and exercﬁsee of thefdrawing'1essdn which passed for art .
educat1on, as being 11ke h1s own school1ng in V1ctor1an England wh1ch
had failed to inspire h1m as box, (McLe1sh 1955 p. 45 In' Toronto
he found the teaeh1ng to be. cza%rol1éd; standard1zed and regimented, : s
gg'and iq his words, "fo1ldh1ng the dead pattern qf other ages.'. , t R
. (Lismer,rNote 6)’.He hoped thatwihe work he was doing at the Art Cenﬁeh |
would in due course 1mpro%§ the quality of teaching in the local schoo] \
system, and eventua]]y spread to the rest of Canada.
-Dur1pg the nineteen thirties L;smer undertq9k~a series of lectare
tours across Canada, promoting his-gethads of art education. This tour
was responsible for the formation of many children's art‘élassee and
'art centers. In'1§34 he tfave]]ed to South Africa, lecturing and touring
with an exhibition of children's work from the Art Gallery of Torowtd,
His assistanp Norah McCullough was subsequeht]y sent to open an'Art

3 . - ‘ LS
Centersin Pretoria. Lismer's reputation was growing and in 1937 he was * b w

1nv1ted to 1ecture in Australia, New Zealand and Fiji. (Yanover, 1980, ) ¥

p. 21) The Art Gallery of Toronto had g:zome the center of art educat1on

in Canada, and Lismér a recogn1zed aﬁthor1ty. *‘*’f \. S '
Lfsmer returned from his travel$ to find that a situation he had * - =

feared was deve10p1ng, and funding wds to become a serious prob]em

Between 1936 and 1937 the Carneg1e grant was reduced to $8 000, and

‘the following year to $6,000 and subsequently ceased altogether. .

(Yanover, 1980, p. 21) Between 1936;and 1938 additional funds had beert

. found by'fhe"Terontb A%t Associ&tion and the provincial government,

however by 1938 a provincial granf was to proQide the needed revenue.

-t

Lismer, who had always feared thL 1ntervent1on of the educational

’3,bureaucrats. tesigned. Hunter (1943), connentfng on th1s ep1sode in’

.



Lismer's Tife said;
L1ke most aggress1ve men who want to see _the results of their worku ,
. Lismer abhors red tape and to' a great extentahe dislikes convention.
‘ When his projects have passed’the initial stege, and it becomes.
necessary to rep]ace Carneg1e @oney wwth local suppqrt too often
- it means that str1ngs are attadhed and strings are red tape to
Lismer. To fight the battle and\then qu1et1y take up the pos1t1on
of f19ure -head is 1mposs1b1e w1th Llsmer, for he is essentially
a p1oneer.\ This 1s not to say that he wou]d necessarily have left
Tohonto anyWay,‘but With the'termination of the Carnegie support,

" the’ progect had to be p]aced on an\academ1c basis’ in order-to get
funds, and Lismer, not. w1thout a pang, left it for new f1e1ds to
conquer. (p. 6) ° \

The Saturday morn1ng art classes and the Art Center were cont1nued
by the same teachlng staff and were to last for another nine years.

-,L1smer st have been deep'l_y shocked when in 1047 the Art Center, the Sat—

urday mérning c1asses, and indeed. most of the programmes which he had }n1t1—.‘

[ ]

ated were terminated. The rationale given by the Art Ga11ery?was that these

services were no longer needed becauseﬁtheih methods hed been.absorbed

by the schho] system and social and community centers. Lismer had indeed
held in- serv1ce lectures for teachers, in order to stimulate the1r

' xnterest in art education, but these were not of the intensity or
frequency to have been c1assed.as teacher—tra1n1ng sessions, and were-
elso attended‘on a voluntar& basfs. Dorothy Medhurst affirms that
Lismer's 1deas were not carr1ed over ‘into the school’ system (Yanover,

. 1980, p. 32) It was a grave d1sappo1ntment to these involved in the

<

educational programmes, and a great Toss to art’educat1on, when the .

i

o T s
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the old hostility arise at the evidence of...ﬁhundreds of teachers

Art Gallerg resumed its original mandafe, and reéﬁrict d its activities
to the preservation and display of works of art. )
After his resignation in 1938 Lismer went to Hawaii on a lecture

tour, and after a disappointing wait for a position to materiaiize at

the Nationai Gé]iery Jjn Ottawa, accepted a position at Teacher's College, .
. 1

—~

Columbia University. He was scheduled to teach four courses: two in

’

child art, and two in teacher training, a total of six hourska week,

'which Teft him with time to obse;ve‘at‘different schools. He admired

A * .
much of what he saw, and was most impressed with the work of Victor

[ P ' e.
D'Amico, the Educational Director of the Museum of Modern Art in New
] . :
York. He was, however, out of sympathy with ﬁ%e academic approach to
- ™~

‘art education and found American thinking to be too cramped by systems,

B

and methods. Gi]da Hinten;Reiter says that, '"He became somewhaf dis-
tressed with the 'uniformity' of the educational institutions. He felt
submerging their own individualism as craftsmen to conform to the. autho-
ritﬁtive gospels'." (Hinter-Reiter, 1967, p. 25)

- The year Lismer WES'at Columbia was also the last year of John

Dewey's 1ong and iilustrious career as professor emeritus at that

'UniverSity. Dewey's influence on. k_smer had been profound. The #o

men had mei at the New Edqcation Fellowship Conference in Cape Town in
1934, ahd it is almost certain that they met again whi]e Lismer was at
Teachér s College in New York. (Bridges, 1981, p. 2)

" 'In 1939 when the long awaited appointment at the National Gallery

in Ottawa finally materialized Lismer returned to Canada. He was to be

-the advisor on Canadian art and art education to the National Gallery,

a position devised by his old friend Eric Brown, the Director of the

v

%



1 «Ga]Iery " This was an exciting prospect for

'that,

.

ismer who had long wanted

3

to encourage Canadian cultural awareness, and who had a 11fe1ong tomh1tr

ment tg art education. But a1though Lismer m de two successful 1ecturé
tours acrass Canada that year, his plans were shattered by the sudden
death of Eric Brown. In add1t1on the outbreak f the second world war -

meant the curta1]ment of al] the Nat1ona] Ga]]ery act1N1t1es CMcLe1sh,

1955, pp. 176-177) In 1940 Lismer was offere the‘position of Educa-

tional Supehv}sor to the Montreal Museum of Fine ts which® he acdepted

-

' At f1fty-f1ve he was st111 a dynamic figure, and the pass1ve role of

civil servant had been, in some ways, ‘a frustrat1ng one«for him.

Lismer arrived 4n Montreal to-find that, unlwke the 51tuat1on at |, |
the Art Ga]lery of Toronfo when he had f1rst arr1ved much work, in the
field of art education, had already been accomp11shed by Anne Savage and
Franz Brantner. Building oh this foundation L1smer set about estab11sh1ng
the Department of. Educat1on at the Montreal Museum of Fine Arts.

‘ Writing about this perlod of development for the educational faci-

]1t1es at the Museum, Lismer reca]ls 1n his unpubllshed autob1ography

’»

“
»

In December of 19401 came to Montreal and started all over again,

arganizing an Art Gallery and Museum into educational activity with

/

chﬁ]dren and adults. By'this”time the pattern was evident. "I knew

what would happen and it dﬁd;/ Teachers, children, French‘and

.English speaking came. There were activitdes of lecturing, instruc-

]

_ting, school v1§1ts, ch11dren s classes, and the Art Schbol of the

Montrea] Art Assoc1at1on to revive

Montrea] is an exciting place, with its rac1a1 1mpacts and

. i v

k)
factions 7§d hlgh emptional .activity in the art;. we,haye now: .

-
—
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L . ' (1945) apout three hundred éh{Jdren in the classes, from three years
to fourteen, and Aver fﬁve’hundfed adult sfudent; in the Art Schgo].
I am on the staff of McGill Uhiversity,.1ectur1ng in aegthetics and
x_' : Art Histofyiﬁ‘l conduct a course for 'non-professional men and

) ‘ deZn', and nb@ after fivg Qears of activity of this k{nd, we are

. to open a new Children's Art Center in Montreal. (Bridges, 1977,

Ll

2 W p. 49)

Once aga1n L1émer chose young art students to act as his teaching

“ L)

staff th1s time from the Art Schoo1 of the Montreal Art Association.

e b

- In addition he hired one or two child welfare and social workers. These
people,” and others who wished fo teach art, were not considered qualifiéd

f \ until they had pompieted two vears of Art school training, and had

f . : - attended philosophical and technical lectures in art education gPven by
o Lismer at the Museum and*at McGill University. .

P ' , ' . ,

e , In Mgntreal Lismer used the same teaching methods as he had used

in Toroﬁto. Projects were once more the focus of‘the chi1dren's Saturday

. c]asses At the Chr1stmas season there were exh1b1t1ons and presentat1ons

amd again at the end of the school year there was a Spring pageant.

T ' ' The Art Center was located on 2ﬁfar1o Street, just north of the Museum,
s - : \ .

‘i in a 1érge comfortable house. /Although-Lismer was well past the_age '
L . ’ . -
» of retirement he was as busy as ever, lecturing, broadcastipng and.

&

. appear1ng -on te]ev151on In his efforts to raise|interest in art

) educat1on L1smer was still trave111ng Tong d1sta ces,.encourag1ng the =

Lr setting up of fﬁt activities. (McLeish, 1955, p./180) The Montrea]

. S Art Center beéahe the focal point, providing the research and ideas




N . Kl N ~",
p. 16) but after twenty-seven years his: memory was fa111ng and at the ... . S
ST :
age of eighty- two he was asked' to net1re. Lost without the work which . o
: U
had absorbed him for S0 many years, L1smer would walk to the Museum _ ° - e v

several times a. week h1s presence was to]erated by the’ un erstand1ng
staff, but without the st1mu1at1on of his demandlng job h fei& use]ess. .

DO P I
He died in 1969 at the age of eighity-four, and was buried bes1de other . .

[P

membershof.the Group of Seven‘in'ihe drdunds of the ‘McMicheal Gallery

L4

at K]einburg in Ontario; Canada.

»
9.

Lismer's contribution to art edgéat1on had_ not gone unnot1ced In

1941 Da]hous1e Un1vers1ty had awarded hin -an honorary doctorate and

in 1946 he was elected to the fu]l membersh1p~of the Royal Academy

In -
«. . : &
1963 near1ng the end of h1s-career McGi1] University awarded him a, DS
.- - ' Lt ) . ' .
second doctoral degree. (MacDonald, 1975, p. 865)- o
] T N -
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' ‘ ‘ Notes Chapter 1 .
- Notel. Medhurst, b+ ET@ped 1nt¢rJ;ewz Toronto, Ontario. July 7,.1981. t )
P ““ " Note 2. gim'd: _ I - .
PR Note 3, Lismep,A. Child art and education, 1951. Item 19, Art and.
- ) ’ Education Box. (Unnpubh'shed rr;anuscr‘ipt, Library Archives, / |
. ‘ . . Montreal Museun of Fine Arts, Montreal) | =
Tﬁote 4, \Lﬁnds1ey, A. Taped.interview. Montreal, Qyébec. September
. n 15, 1981. | '
- » Noté 5. Lismer, A. Fundamental values in art. n.d. Item 25; Art and
o ) x . Education Box. (Unpublished manﬁseript, Library Archives,
\i o Montreal Museum of Fine Arts, Montreal)
{ “ (~ Note 6. Ligmer, A. The te&éhing of art. Australia, 1937. Item 11,
e% ' " Art Education Box. (Unpublished manuscr{pt, Library Arﬁhives,
e Montéea] Museum of Fine Arts, Montreal)
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Influences from Lismer's Backéround
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- Influences fron Lismer's Background Evident

~

. in _his Pedagogy

Part 1: Social Influences

Arthur Lismer's formal schooling ended:;t thirteeh whgn he became
apprenticed to a éirm of i]]ustrators‘aﬁtached to A Liberal Partj.news— v
paper, the "Sheffield Independent". Trained asa commeréial artjst,AQe'
had no background in art education, and based his teaching methods on .
trends in é?ﬁ>edugatjon‘és’we1l as on the general educafiona] philosophy
of the period. Tbigjgtudywsugéééfﬁ that one of the strongest influences
on his ideas, howeve}, céme from his background in 1ate~ninetéenth‘centuﬁy,
Victof{an England. : / .

Pismév was born ddfing a period of public intereét in social reform,
when iiterature,(art and politics all focussed on the need for social
chanée. For Lismer growing up at that. time, it would have been difficult

to ignore the rising tension between rich and poor, and it was not sur-

prising that, in his teaching, he made cooperation between individuals a

priority. To further his aim Lismer found that Dewey's.Project Method

(See Chgptér 1, p. 4) which presenfgd many opportunities for joint action,
was an ideal way of working. By encoyraging interaction between students
Lismer believed that he was "helping the 1ndfv1dua1 to improve his social
attitudes." (Lismer, Note 1) In addition Lismer also encouraged his )
students to become more socié]]y aware, and to assﬁme some responsibility
fof the society in which Eheyllived. ‘His own social-commitment as an
artist, ;nd his belief in‘art as an effect%ve tqgol for changing society,
was part of the reason why he was attrac#ed to the other members of the

Group of Seven. This is evident in a quotation from the first Group of

Seven Catalogue which stated that:

o . \ 1]

@/ .
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A.country depends upon three things: its Words, its Deeds and its

~ ! o
A

Art. Recognizing that Art is an gssential quality in human exis-

tence they will welcome: and supporl any.form of Art expression that
/ } . \
sipcerely interprets the spirit of a nation's growth..(Catalogue,

Note 2) . ‘ ’ -

Indeed ithese words could have been written by Lismer Eimse]f, as Shirley

Yanover pointed out, "With:such an outlook as this, specﬁfica1]jﬂ£he,idea
of art as social force;'LiSher's increasing commitment to education .
seemed inevitable." (Yanover, 1986, p. 9)

General Context

Lismer was borp in 1885 into a poor family, and spent his youth in
Sbeffie]d, a steel and silver manbfacturing town located in the English
indus@ria]-m{dTands. Sheffield, like other towns in the midlénds, had
syffefed from ;he 111 effects of the Industrial Revolution. The
mechani zation of industry, which ‘had started in the mid-eighteenth
'century, had cau;ed a series of drast1c changes and craftsmen, replaced
by machines, had been forced to move to the industrial centers in order
to find work As a resu]t the overcrowding and poor work1ng conditions
bred mxsery and poverty for the working class. This was largely 1gnored
by the prosperous middle class, many of whom had made large fortunes from

~

industry, and were tM8refore unwilling to recognize the need for socia]'ﬁ

change. The Victorian ability to ignore unpleasant facts, and the general .

p&ssion for respectability, resulted in a ca]]éus disregar@ for the b]ight
of the poor.‘(Lister, 1966, p. 10) This attitude was ref!ected in the'art
Being shown in the Academy at that time, whichnranéed from the small

" -narrative pgintina ffequentl; showing a sentimental view of _the poor, t§
the large historical work which indicated a desire to escape to a more
admirable past. T ‘ : \

’ Pa +

e e~ et
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The end of the nineteenth century, however, saw the growth of certain

©  social p?esspres which could not be ignoked, and which forced a complacent

saciety to recognize the need for reform. At that time there was a .

a

recession in both agriculture and business, and the population of cities

swelled with large numbers of poor. An influx of foreign immigranté from

troubled eastern Europe also added to the distress. (Seaman, 1973, p. 304) -
Writers, inc]dding Dickens and Ruskin, who had been preésing for reform <
for over forty years began to affect public gppinion. During that time -

there was an increase in the number of labour unions, and several members
e, ‘

LA

- of the Labour Party were eﬁ%Zted to Parliament; these events coincided

('-,l = A

with the formation of the Socialist movement of which William MorriQ,_
the designer and political activist, was a prominent member. As the social
cqnscien e of the age developed, books and plays exposing particularly

9
grave prob1e&s'appeared. Among these, “Mrs. Warren's Profession" by
- ‘_

Geo ge'Bernard'Shaw showed the existence of widespread prostitution among

tife poor. (Seaman, 1973, p. 326) Towards .the end of the century the K

hurch Protested more frequently against tﬁe state of society, and increasing
numbers of the.middle class began to join charitable grganizations. Due

to public pressure the governmént of the day was forced to make serious
efforts to improve the dgteriorafing-socia] conditions.

The social upheavé] which was taking place during Lismer's youth had | ’

a marked effect on his moral, poﬁitica], and social philoseﬂgy. This can

-

be -seen in his writings on art education which are punctuated with comments

of a sociopolitical nature which can in génera] be attributed to the - .

)
°

influence of William Morris. In addition‘to these influences, however,
it is important to remember that his family were members of the Unitarian .

church and that Lismer taught in the Unitarian Sunday School for several :  ° @,

f —
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years. Members of this church advocate absolute freedom of opinion,

e

el

gmphasizing responsibility toward; ofhers, and a concern for rggson;‘ -
frgédom and tolerance. Lismer's later friendship with Frénk Scott, the
Canadian?politica1 writer, also 5ndi£ated that .he had some sympathy for
left-wing politics. (Pinsky, Note 3) Lismer read widely on social”
‘is;ués, and Dorothy Medhurst, one of his assistants at the Tqronto Art
Gallery, remembers that Lewis Mumford, the humanist political phifo-
sopher, was one of the authors he recommended most highly. (Medhurst; :

o

Note 4) , ‘ .

°

A review of Lismer's background may help tc explain the emphasis wﬁich ,
he placéd on sociai issues in ﬁié Saturday classes, where art-making wés ‘
ysed, in pari, to make his stuants aware of the society in which they
lived. For example, transportation, faéforiés, and machinery were often
topics of projects. His students took various trips to train stations

“*and other places of local intérest, visitingufactories'where biscuits
were being made; or newspapers printgd. At times, for -example during

World War II, there was "Much g]amorizatfon of industry," and worﬁ.

(Medhurst, Note 5) Lismer's use of topicslﬁhich were part of his
students' personal expérience could also have been inf]uencgg by Dewey's
theory of experience and ref]ectﬁye thipking. (See‘Chapter 3, p. 43)
Lismer th;ed these notions at a teachers' conference in'1946 when'he.
suggestea that the teacher turn- to "the world he lives in, and to his
environmenﬁ and his own time-and pléce for social re-direbtion."‘ .
(Lismer, Note 6) Ir-a rad16 broadcast ‘he aléo stressed that adolescents |
should be made awareﬁof the culture in which they live, and their place
in that culture.(Lismer, Note 7) Lismer;,likp Dewey, believed in the

power of education-tp change\society,'and for Lismer this meant that -

. “
-1

-7 .7 . A ¢
. ¢ N
] . i \ .
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" students must be conscious of their obligations, not only towards their .

own'socfety,'but in a larger sense, towards the global community.

A

(Lismer, Note 8) His belief in the 6ower of education to change society,
‘and in the power of the individual to effect change can be ‘seen in the .
%6116w1ng quotation, ) "

The task of education...is ,a stupendous one - to make man a sdcia]]y
«minded; creativeiy alive and peaceful cjtizen of a 1argef communify
«...¥0 develop his capacity to understand his responsibility as'a
unit in a vas£ social order of which hé is a minute bﬁt important
item,.(Lismer, Note 9) .

Lismer worked to achieve these.ideals in his Saturday classes. By using |
the socially oriented Project Method he fostered a spirit of cooperation
and social awareness. ﬁis choice of}this method was, perhaps; not oﬁTy'
influenced by Dewey's wrifings, but could a1§0 be attributed to the
influence of William Morris, a major figure in the fie{ds of Design and ~

Politics during the latter part of the nineteenth century. . ‘

William Morris and *his influence on Lismer's pedagogy

William Morris (1834-1896), the son of wealthy parents, became
*interested in Socialism while he was sti1l a student-at Oxford Universify;
As:a ybung man he became a founding member of the Pre-Raphaelite Brothef—
hood, a group of radical young arpjsts who were committed to overthrowing
.thé popular art of the times. Morris, 1fké>other members of the PréfRapﬁge—
1ite Brotherhood,{was fascinated by the Medieval period and, it has béen -
suggested, was c&»%erted to Socialism by the legend of Morte D'Arthur, and
by his impréssions of Rouen Cathedral. (Gaunt, 1942, p. 193) Morrig saw
the Cathedral as a magnificent example of group achiéveﬁent, and inter-
preted,xhe h?rmonious }elaéionship of the craf;smen - builders as an

exercise in Socialism, rather than as an example of Christian cooperation..

N [
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Tﬁfé’-ﬁrouhd table at Camelot also became a symbol for him, standing for

communal 1iving and accomplishment.. These examples of commbn endeavour <“=~\.

-

/ had Commun-ist 1fmp11'cat1'ons, and indeed i’lorm's became a member of the
. . {ﬂ

','C‘bmmunist party during the']atte:r part of his h'fg/, (Tho'mpsen,rl‘9~77~, ‘ '
.p. 111) After a brief beriod Morris, left the Pre-Raphaelite Brother- |
hood end opened hiSr_pwn craft manGfacturifig business.. His workshops |

were models of good working conditions, and demonstrated his ideals of

mutual respect betwhen workers, and the responsibility of each worker to

‘the group. (Briggs, 1962, p. 152) e ‘ ) .

It seemed ‘reasonable to Morm‘s that if men were to work together

- A

in harmony, that they \fﬂ]d altso beneﬁt from 11v1ng together under one

‘roof, His dreans of a contemporary Camelot are shown 1(the following

quotation, ° . S ) ¥ ‘
\ .

I-c GQ: myse]f w1th visions of the noble communal _hall of the
future,unsparing of materials, generous in worthy ornament’, - !
such an abode of ,man as no prifate enterpmse could come anywhem Lo

near for beauty end ,ﬁ'tness, because only, collective thought and e
. \‘i 1 \
collective T1ife could cherish the aspirations which wogj]d give

'S

birth -to its beauty. (Briggs, 1962, p. ri76) ' \, ;
\'Hivs ideals of a perfect society in which everyone lived together in ~
harmoﬁy, in combination with his dislike of the machine and its products ;

: R - 4

'_were among the factors which inclined Morris towards Socialism.. His

contribution as a designer-craftsman, writer and publisher, were to make

him an i’nﬂuentiq}"‘fi’gure in many-fields, including those of commerce,

. _politics, and education. His influence was at i{:ﬁ hei.ght when Lismer was . . Y

N “
“ / _c,: .

.a bﬁ;t the end -of the nineteenth century; and it is possible that admira-

tion for Morris's 1ife as an artist and socialist prompte‘d Lismer to- !

. combine social concerns with art education. ‘
! A
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. themselves, (Art education considered as growth and self fu]fﬂ}ment

A
o Dewey. Th1si‘1ethod gave him the opportumty toy prlmote other éreas of

—

20

When Li smer began to~work at the Art Gallery of- 'Toronto ‘he was 2

A

faced with the task 6f teaching art to large numbers of chljdren on

Saturday mornings, At first he encouraged them 1to copy the exhibits
A
“Pthe gallery, but this was not in hne,w1th contemporary thought in

“

However, he ?11'd not choose to-work accor-

art education, which becam appahent to Lismer when the Cizek exhibition
arhved in Toronto in 1%

dmg to Cizek's much publicized’ method of "1ett1ng the childreh teach

1924, p. 1) but used the Project Method wh1ch had [been deve]ope by

1earmng which concerned h1m, which included the soc1a1 1ntegrat1on of

the chﬂd In a lecture wh1ch he gave in 1851, Lismer sa1d that he-used
) AN

~

this méthod=ofr.i.g\§trﬂ‘ctinn becayse he wished,

‘ ,»Tn':é;tene the range of a chi]ﬁd‘s creativity beyond his personal

\/\‘expnegv_sjph in a st‘mg]e drawing or ‘painting, that is only 'part 01; :
h1s potent1a1 range, He hée to learn to work with hn idea in
re]atmn to others - that is, he contributes self- exp]oratwn, -
se]f—adaptmn,‘ andfseH—expressioh hto a mutual plan or project...
In other words his person'al'eff’ﬁ‘rt is en\Ia‘rged into a greut) enter-
'Prise.....He is taught to work w1th the group. (Lismer, Note 10)

Llsmer s use of Dewey' s PrOJect Method satisfied his soc1a1 pr1or1t1es ¢

-

e

and meant that chﬂdren were given a common- theme on which to work, and

that their art -making was frequently a Jo1nt effort with others in the

rgroup. A review of some of his~ maJor concerns for art education are a

-8

N\

remmder of how c]ose]y he fol]qwed Morris's ideal of the sp1r1t of the

Medieval art1st-craftsman. In his notes he wrote.that-the aims of his

meghod Tof working were, "Learning tp work together. Cooperation towards

» o .



a common end. Group consc1ousness - and interest in common progress.

”*

The ability to work together." (Lismer, Note 11) Un]1ke Morr1s, L1Smer

~was not so much concerned with changing society, as with, "He1ping the

individual ‘to improve his daily 1iving." (Lismer, Note J2)  His purpose i
had socia1'implications; however, s?nce the "improveﬂent he haped for :
was the adJustment of the individual to the-preva111ng "soc1a1 att1tudes

and.cond1t1ons. (L1smer, Note 13) In addition Lismer believed that art

“

- o s . ' ..
. education, -as a discipline, was morally Beneficiql to society and that

‘as gn activity it presented solutions. for the problem child. Ih'a manu-
_script written to accompany a fi]m on his art.cld%ses at the Montréa]i

'Museum of Fine Arts, L1smer stated that
- ‘ =
Art a1so deve]ops a social sense of worP1ng together, of under-

standing that creative things are 1mportant and 1mper1shab]e.

N . s e «
"That destructive acts are unwise and anti-social, leading to

'
!

‘awm]ess.th1nk1ng and doing, to‘thoughtless- 1e1sure hours and

i

»
de11nquency (L1smer, Note 14)

stmer\a1so believed that h1s version of the Project Method, which he]ped

children to aqust,to the group, and society, ultimately led to a

%sympathetip undérstending of‘peop]e in all lands and life." (Lismer,.

“Note 15). Statements of this nature show that Lismer, tike Morris, was’

a socia] idealist and cherished Utopian hopes for society. Both Morr1s

;_and L1smer were, however primarily ar#ists who used the1r work to advante

their soq1a1 ideals, Morris, through the Arts and Crafts Movement, and

lismer‘t;lough his use of a socially oriented approach to art educationA'
In addition to Lismer's be11ef in the 1mportance of the group, “he

was convinced that the 1nd1v1dua1 and in part1cu1ar the artist was account-

’

able to soc1e¢y. This idea was also a major element in Morris's philosophy
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and was one of the reasons why he became active in the Socialist
Movement. - - , "“

The artist's responsibility to society

Morris was disillusioned with the age in which he Tived, specifi~

cally with the products and poor working conditions generated by thé ~ d/ -

g

machine He fe]t that as an artist he had a responsibility to change y L

‘

oy
/

the ugliness which the Industrial Revo]ut1on had brought ' T
gﬁ/ioét and

As a young man he had been apprenticed briefly to an ar

'ao a result, had_become interested in saving historic bu11d1ng§ fhom

poor. restoratton attempts. Because of this activity he became S5ocially

involved for the first time, and subsequently spent much of his time and

energj inltrying to impro’% social conditions in industrial England. He
o \ .

found his true vocation, however, when his house was being built, and

said of that episode that, =~ - CoL

[

We tound, I~and my Triend the architect..tthat]é11,the minor arts
were in a stote of comp]ete degraoation especially in England,
and acco;dingiy in 1861 with the cohceited courage of a young -man’
1 set myself to reform1ng all that: and stanted a sort of firm for ‘
‘_produc1ng decorative art1cles. }Br1ggs, 1962, p. 30) ’

This modest descr1pt1on of the 'F1{m to which Morr1s devoted so much

, of his l1fe, belies the w1despread changes which® oqcurred as a d1rect

result of this enterpr1se Morris set up his- craft-manufacturwng bus1-
ness on the prem1se that a return to good craftsmansh1p wou]d eventually
1q§§ to an 1mprovement in the qua11ty<of mach1ne-made goods His attempts
to improve public taste lead to "The 1ong slow process pf unc]utter1ng
middle-class drawzng rooms," (Seamaq” 1973 p. 317) and eventua]]y to a

better quality of mach1ne—made\goods. The strugg]e to ach1eve these

. .

Gt



sort of rego]utionary action was needed to further his ideals. As/ , -

~Socialist camp. A(Seaman, 1973, p. 317) Morris was born to wealthy

<

. f . - a | ‘ . I' . ’, " 23 . ) - . k
objectives was Jong and difficult "and Morris became convinced that some ‘

Seaman ‘poin'ts out, "This aesthehc revolt against machme made artifacts
N G}“"

1ead to a proper attack on cap1tahsm....1t also forced Morms into the

parents, a_nd made his own money by manufacturing goods For sale. It is

“ironic, therefore that he reacted so bitterly against Capita1'.ism His '+ g

[
. : : . S e - L )7
' B 0

Vo

main concern was the we1fare of the- workers who he found were condemned
to labour under wretched condmons in Joyless and repetvtwe jobs. He '
beheved that as. an artlst 1t was h1s duty to 1ead the way to a bette’r : o
life for h1s fe]Tow; man. Ih an art1cle which he wrote ‘For‘the magazine .
Justice’. he stressed his belief in ‘the artist as the saviour ofégsqciet_y‘l
by statmg, * 3 V | o ‘
C1v1hzat10n has reduced the workman to such a skmny and- p1t1fu1

exvstence, that he scarce1y knows how to frame a desiré for any -

I‘hfe much better than that which he now endures perforce Itis ‘
© the provmce of art to set the/gae ideal of a full and reasonahtﬂe |

er before him, (Br1ggs, 1962, ‘p. 37) o
Morrisespent his career f,1ght1_ng agamst the indu‘strial sdciety of\tlictorian

~

Ehgtand. .\ His work as a dé‘signer and his promotion of craftsmanship
{nfluenced' s‘ucceeding. generations and resulted in the cult of the )
crafts'ma;;\’which is stil preseht in the socigty of tpdaiy ) Lismer ws . I. i
conscwus of the debt wh1ch was owed to Morris, and commenting on h1s

frustrated desire to change society said, . ‘ X S

- - . i

William Morris....and a few others well knoyn for_their heroic
idealism and practical policies...tried to fight the machine.l

They saw the debacle, and it came. The machine .won out...andfthe
3 ’ [
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. change,

- . tudes.

s
.in&luded’ the yn\gh to give Canada a nj/hona] art form, by showing,

" Note 17) of the conmunity.
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National spirit of design.and simplicity had succumbed to the horrors

of the machine. (Lismer, Note 16)

7 #
Lismer, 1ike y\orris, believed thaf art had the power to chang'e society,

"an 1idea which has Tost its forc:‘e,"so that today we can no longer regard

art as a poverful political tool.| Lismer was influenced in his youth by’

this nption and ~mainta%’ned his belief in the power of art to effect
He' seemed to conclude, however, 'that education ‘through art

of fered a more direct way to alter society by changi'ng individual atti-

°

t

[-3

. As a young man. Lismer had been a’ttracted to the other members of
l
trT‘Group of ‘Seven because they were sbc1a1 1dcahstsﬂmd believed that

«they could ase thew painting to promote their 1deais. These 1deals

{

"The spirit of a nation's growth" (Hhnkin, 1979, p. 86) in their

- painting. ~Ouring the period in which he was.)érking with the Groub of

Seven, and was still émp]oyea by the Grip Engraving Company, Lismer's

f'inaryc'ia’l resources were meager, and it was partly due to financial

necessity 3chat he accepted'his first teaching position. (Bresl‘in 1960,
°'28) As he became mterested in teaching and the poss1b1ht1es of
educatwn he must have realized that this was a different, and perhaps

more effective way of promoting his social 1‘deas, and he eventually
became’ more dedicated to teaching than to painting. (Johnstone, 1951,
p. 33) “ | |

‘. When Lismer began to teach in 1913, one of his main concerns was .
tov 1‘;npr0ve the general level of taste. Accordingly while he was the -
pr1nc1pa1 of the Victoria’ Schc;o1 of Art and Design in Halifax (1916-
]919) he set out to cultivate the "aesthet1c sens1b1ht1es" (Médhurst,

In a speech entitled "Art and the Community"

&
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5§\tifner said, , i
R ] L

We should begin by :explaining the idea of art and the édvantages |
matetiafly and spiritually, that lie in the possetsion\of simple
well chnsen wa]]papers, furn1ture ornaments, tableware,\— for
art like charity beging ‘at home.... We realize that F) harmon1ous

envirohment'means comfort, enjoymenf(gnd added efficiency in life,

4

N \
and yet it is well known that so many homes of our people-are

.v'ﬂ s

museums for the a?cupulatlon of useless and ugly th1ngs
bty

(Lismer, Note 18 ) . . Q“\

. f N

Lismer's belief in the meoFtance of well. chosdn furnishings, and of the
home environmént for the weil be1ng of‘the commun1ty, shows Morris's

1nf1uence on L%éner S generataon* ( Z '¥ .
¥ . ' °

When L1smer became €he Educat1ona1 Superv1sor'at the Art Ga]]ery of

& +

Toronto in 1927 he found that the ga]]ery -was being, used a]most~exc1u51ve1y

for exh1b1t1ng art. In his new poswtwon he feltlthat it was his Tespon-;
1embens of the community

‘aé posstb]e, and he conseqdhnt]y developed programmes which were to bring

sibility to ensurg the participatiog of as many
large numhers of adults and chi}drén into contagt with the Museum. ' Lismer
was coricerned that the art in th; Museum should be not only accessibié,
'bnt would a1§h become familiar to the Qénera] public He said,

"Art educat1on should seek to democrathe'art’}to*make art more commonly ~
.understood, and not keep it a mystery 1ockeﬁ11n a r1ch man 's cast]e or.

in the forsaken rooms of a museum. “‘(L1smer,xNote’19)

" He "beT1eved .very strongly in the link sbetween ethics and esthet1cs,

/!
'a more beautiful wor]d is a better world'." (Medhurst, Note 20) Dur1ng
- his Australian tour he told an aud1ence that,

Looked at in the.right nay. it is the duty of every;jndividual to




environment., (Lisn}er‘, Note 22) He:rsuggested that with effort, and

~e
~n
(#)]
\

v
£ 1]

become conscious of the social implications of art. Not as i

pictures and scu]ptur;e, but a;‘t as wholesome Tiving with some
aft/elljpts to p.reserve dignity and beauty, (Lismer, Note 21)
He had-strong feelings aboqt his own duties towards sociefj/, and did not
hesitate to remind others of "the social ;*‘esponsibﬂity of the indivi-

dual" especially towards the "sights and sounds of ugliness® in the

"if we gave sufficient thoﬁght to it and cared a 11"tt1e for the decay
of individual responsibility to ugliness in our environment, we should
begm to feel the artist in us stw " (Lismer, Note 23) ,His use of the
words "duty" and "respons1b1]1ty are a-reminder of the conservative \
society of his youth which took its moral tone from Queen Victoria

* herself, and from the powerful teachings of the church.

En, \
. Lismer, ﬁs an artist, was aware that C‘énacban culture was lacking

1n some areas, and hke Morris, he blamed 1ndustr1ahzat1on for this
situation, and said, "In the technical world we are efficient. But in

‘ 0 v
our emotional and artistic 1ife we are tardy...We have Tost touch with

a lot of things through the machine." '(Johnsto'ne, 1951, p. 48)

-

- Lismer's dinclusion of social issues in his teaching, such as his

use of group activities, and his promotiont of individual responsibility

to society remainéd a major part of his teaching philosophy until he

retired. There is some evidence tha"c his students were affected by

.

these 1deas, today there are many who are active not only in music,
scu]pture and pa1nt1ng, but in f1e1ds which have mopk obv1ous social
*lmphcatmns such as, educational programming, rpuseum administration,

]

and film making.

B
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" o . . Part 2: Aesthetic Inf1l uences
This study has observed that Lismer used the Project Method not
g only as a vehicle.for teaching art to children, but as a way of promo-
{:ing iqeas which‘ were important to his philosophy.” There were, in
additionl to his interest in social conditions,ifother influences from
his English background which affected his use of the Project Method,.
\ The socie/ty/gf/Lis'mer's youth was highly respectful of edu:ation a‘nd
i /'/reg/ar’a’e,d it as a privilege; learning, to Lismer, who Teft school a"c an
early age, was something to be treasured and pr;rr;dted. He saw in the
Project Method,- therefore, an excellent opportunity to inform his
- ﬁtudehté on a variety of topics which would expand their .range of
knowledge. Lismer's interest in history and cultural anthropology "
probably devel oped'f'rom his background but couicj,.a]so have been
influenced by the writings of John Dewey. (Dewey, 1916, pp. 207-218)
Lismer appeared to have been particularly interested in the Medieval
~ period, and used related material in his Satyrday classes. Dorothy
Medhurst, one of Lismer's assistant; in Toronto, admitted to beir‘wg‘
puzzled at the amount ofk MedievaHsnl?lpresent in L1'>smer's pedagogy. She
assumed that it came from othex English teachers of Lismer's generation
. such as Sybyl Marshall or Doroth)} Heathcote. (Medhurst, Note 24)
. However;'the h‘istorical, and the Medieval 1‘nf1uenc§: in particular, was
;product of Victorian England and was still present dlj'r-ingkLi“smeAr's
youth,

7

Interest in_the Medieval period Y

':;‘

During the nineteenth century there were several historical revivals

in architecture, and a general tendency to look to the past for innova-
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tionﬁ. The Frenchl Revolution in 1789 had caused the breakup of tradition
throughout Europe, and the natu;*a1 development of architecture ceased
for a considerable time. When Europe was again at peace the renewed
freedom to tra;/eT sfimu]ated an interest in styles of the past. In
England the result was an eclectic movement in architecture which became
known as "The Battle of the Styles," out of which th}e.Gr'eek and Gothic
revivals devel.oped. A general nostalgia to look back to more tranquil

times was also apparent in literature, and éevera] authors including

Sir Walter Scott, Goethe, and Victor Hixgo wrote romantic Medieval novels.

. (Bannister Fletcher, 1945, pp. 834-835) There is no doubt that the -
uneasy social conditions. of the nineteenth cenltur} viere responsible for
the interest in the Mediéva] period, which appeared to the new]_y—indus;
trialized Victorians to be a time of péace -and tranquility.

D‘uring this beriod ac.ademic art was promoted by the Royal Acadel;y. ]
In 1848, however, this situation was challenged by a group of young
painters known as the Pre-Raphaelite Brotherhood. They admired more
primitive 'forms of painting, such as thé work of the German Nazar;ené ‘
Group, and Italian painting before the Renaissance and it has |
been suggested that they were also the first European artists to show
an interest in the art of.more primitive cul tures.  (Adams, 1978, p; 9)
Their work showed a, simplicity of 1ighting and grouping and the brilliance
of their colour was' ;nnovative at the time and shocked many of those who-
were used to more somber paintings. 'Much of the stimulus for Pre-
Raphaelitism derived from John Buskin, the great'art criti cr ahd social

. commentator. Ruskin, who was devoted to the Medievﬁ] periqQd encouraged

the Pre-Raphaelite Brotherhood to look to the onurtéenth century for

. ﬂ 2 .
inspiration, and their adoption of the ideals and values of this period

4
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subsequently became dominant in their work. They used the great Medieval
themes of courtly and unrequihted love, and the 1egen.ds of Beowolf and
Arthur, and in so doing, illustrated this period for the Victorians.
Tﬁeir work,\v;h\i?h\was ridicm ed at first, subsequently became so popular

that it dominated English painting up to the end of the nineteenth century.

*William Morris was a member- of the Pre-Raphaelite Brotherhood during

N At A Wt 4958 7 o oo

their early mih‘talnt period, bup left the group when they ceased-to be
radical. His major interest was in changing §ociety, and he devoted his
“energies fo the Arts and Crafts Movement and to his growing interest in
Sociah’sm. He continued, however, to live and work in the spirit of ‘
Pre- Raphaehte Medievalism. For Morris, this meant that his written ahd .
‘grapmc work was based on romantic notions of chivalry, s1mphc1ty, and
~ideal beauty which had obsessed the Pre- Raphaehte Brotherhood His
. living conditions also reflected this interest, his house had been buﬂ't
in the Gothic Revivalist style and was decorated throughout with murals
and.tapestries of Medieval themes, and music Ifrom that period was played
from the minstrel's gallery. His wife, Jane Morris, who had inspired

many Pre-Raphaelite paintings dressed in Tong flowing garments, &, style

[

adopted by other women in the Arts and Crafts Movement. She learned to
spin and weave and many details of the life they led reflected their
- . -notion of an idealized fourteenth century. (Gaunt, 1942, p. 138) Morris

discovered virtues s1m11ar to those of the Medieval pemoﬂ in the early .

Greek and Viking cultures, and elements of these also appeared in his

work. His craft workshops produced a variety of furnishings includiny
tapestries and stained glass windows, and in most of this work the : , |
influence of Pre-Raphaelite Medievalism predomipated.

Lismer, who was born at the end of the Nineteenth century, sh'ared




, 11
an interest in history with others of the period, and 1ike his contem-

poraries showed a particular interest in Medieval times. Dorothy Medhurst )
‘remembers that castles, lords and knights were recurring themes 6;1

Saturday mornings, (Medhurst, Note 25) Every Christmas there was a

bilg presentation, and in Lismer's view "there was only one kind of
Christmas and that was the Medieval Christmas, ydu had to pave that sort.
of flavour to it." (Landsley, Note™26) This was followed in tr;e Spring

'oby the big year-end pageant,: which, again, showed Lismer's affinity. with -

the Medieval period. As McLeish noted in aquotation from.a ﬁﬁwspaper

of that time, . ‘
o - N

*Melodious as the music was, something of its feeling would have

~ 3

been lost, haél it not been for the handsome pageahtry \;vhigh bound
the whole thing todether....Ange1s, kings, lords -and 1ad1'\es of the
court, and s%’mp]e peésant folk Were-'ch'ﬂdren from- the Gaﬂe}y's ’
Saturday morning cla§se;. (McLeish, 1955, p. 146) \
In the Midd]evAges, pageant_s were spectacu]alr parades which took
place in t'he oben air, winding .thrr‘ough the streets of towns and cities,
Houses were decotated with ban-qers_‘ and tapestri.es,‘ and peop]e~ could view
the scene from windows, bé]com’es and rooftops. Lismer tried to capture
the air of festivity in his year-.end pageants, and chose to use the
.largest spéces at his disposal, ‘at both the Art Gallery of Toronto and
the Montreal Museun of Fine Arts. In Toronto presentations took place
jn the central sculpture courtyard, and the audi-;nce, which was composed
of parents, public and press sat around the square.' In Montreal there
was no similar spéce, so pageants took place at Ehe base of the big

marble staircase. One of his students remembers standing on the stairs

in costume while the audience sat’at the foot of the stairs, or leaned

!
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over the balcony above. (Ryland, .Nofv;e 27). The positioning of the audience
and the use of twelve foot high banners as decoration simulated the setting

of a Medieval pageant in atmosphere and scale, (Landsley, Note 28)
The events in Lismer's pageants were varied, and included- songs, v

*dances and plays. Thi:re were also puppet shows and tableaux (Yanover, - -

+ 1980, p. 202 and one report of a pageant at the planning stage indicated

that there vere plans for jugglaers and dancing beérs. (Report, Note 29) -

As in the Medieval pageant, the cost(;mes in Lismer's presentations were

' t':he focal point of the event. There was much use of colour and patterh
' both in the background and in the costuming, and a notable tendency to

‘decorate every surface. This element was also conspicuous in the work

of Cizek's students, and the exhibitions of their work which caused so

much admiration in Toronto in-T927 and 1929 (Yanover, 1980, p. 11)vmay .
, .

have inf1uenced LiMxpect this type of art from his students.
William Morris was, however, the major infl uence.:during' Lismer's
formative years ayjd pre‘sumab’ly it .was from this source, aﬁd from the \ \

Medieval influence that Lismer acquired his taste for the richly

.

‘Hecorated surface. s T "

: Interest in the dec\)rated surface .- A

I3

W11]1am Morris was not» forma]]y trained as an art1st but 1earned
to master all the crafts which his caompany produced " This enabled him o i A
to design appropriately for each craft, and the richness and refinement -
of his work m diverse materials testified to h1s outstandmg abilities.
The crafts produced by his fiym.included tapestry weaving, fabric printing,
and stained glass work. In 1890, near the end of his career, Morris
founded the Kelmscott Press and‘introduced ,new typefaces whiéh were

influenced by Medieval manuscript writing, and which revo]utibniz'ed‘

.‘ ‘ ' -
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tybqgraphy. The Kelmscott Press became well known for the richness
of its book designs which Callen describes in the following quotation;
01d-sty1eig'othic typefaces were ascﬁaptéd, with the'title page,

. and often all double page spreads treated decoratively as a

o

single un.it.“ The pages were densely covered with type and
qrnam’ent, injtial Tetters and matching deeorati ve berders.
(Ca]]en, 1980, p. 181) X

Morris was responsible for the revival of the book as an art form, and

believed that the only work of art which §urpasse.d the Medieval book was

f
1 (LIPS

the Medieval building. (Briggs, 1962, p. 4)

Morris was influenced by the Pre- Raphaehtes not only through his

enduring 1nterest in Medievalism, but also in the thwck]y overlaid

nature of h1s design work which, Tike Pre-Raphaehte pamtmg, comp]ete]}

\covered‘the surface, The Pre-Raphaelite use of infinite detail was in

V‘

part their response to Ruskin's suggestmn that they pamt "Truth to
Nature." In »the 1860's a French critic remarkeq that, "These men put’

on canvas, one by one,‘the unmodi fied sensatioris of their eyes," and
added that they moralizeéd like poets, but that, "between the workman
and the poet the artist has no place." (Taine, Note 30)

The Pre-Rapha'thes arranged their pictorial space according to -
their subject matter, the aetai’ls, hnwever, were distri huted in an
unselective way over the entire pictorial surface’. ‘The Daguerreotyp{e_,
wh1ch was a phOtOgY’aphIC process popular at the time, had a simi.lar )
appearance - flawever the major influence on their work was undoubted]y
the art of the fourteenth century in whi ch all-over detail pr‘edommated.

' Morris's work retained the same feature of crowded space common to #

the Pre-Raphaelites, but his choice of Form and content was.more re fined

o
¢
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and selective. ' His choice of Erglish country flowers as his main motif '

-

showed his preference for the unsophisticated earttfness which’he asso-

c1ated w1th the M1dd1e Ages. (Gaunt 1942, p 139) His work was unusUal
2

at the t1me for. 1ts qual1ty of s1nuous 11near growth which pre- dated the

v

Art Nouveau movement, popular at the fin-de-sidcle. The writhing nature

A

of the~p1ant forms he used" could have been influenced by his admiration .
/v

for Norse and Celtic art e]ements of wh1ch 11ngered on durwng Med1eva1

t1mes. It is 1nterest1ng td note that the shert 11ved influepce of, the -

‘ Arq youvbau per1od did not detract from Morrts S subsequent 1mportance

.o s .2
to British design.: e o . .

+

Lismer's ear1yinotk ‘showed the same cl sely packed'senge bf space

Y

and a tendency to tovs? the entire surface of a painting which Was present
in the work of wi1jiam'Mohris and Pre-Raphaelites. _These features were
also shared by other&members of the Croup of Seven and may have been

L =

reinforced in Lismer's work by his associatton with them. < Lismer's

"Rock, Pine and Sunlignt" (1920) and “September Gale" (1921) and gven

his 1ater pa1nt1ngs, such as "Nova Scotia F1sh1ng V111age‘,(]930) a11‘

1nd1cate a preoctupat1on w1th?comp1ex pattern. This element was also ‘
ﬂ

| S
preseht in the work of his students, espec1a]1y in the projects done on
# ' -

L]

Saturday morning for the pageants.’

. The pageants wh$%% took p]ace at the end of the schoo1 year became

i [ 4

the showcase for the work of L1smer s studénts., Photographs;show . . ’

&

"the 1av1sh d1spf%y and. meticulous detail with wh1ch the children had.

1Y

‘composed‘costumes, shr1nes, etc." (MclLeish, 1955, p. 146) The tendeq;y

W

to embellish every surface has been noted in the_ work of the Pre-Raphae]wtes
PN

N /
and N1111am Morr1s and in L1smer s early’ pa1nt1ngs \ In Epme way- th!S

tendency was transferred to- the work of L1smer S stndents. This can be

.
Y .
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*
seen, for example, in the "Maori Meeting P]ace" (Yanover, 19 0, p. 29)

e
/ which was part of the 1936 pageant, and in which the bgﬁkgro nd and cos-

tumes were so heavily decorated that it is difficult to d1stﬁngulsh one
\ from the other. ~ , , ‘ L f

Heavy patterning was also evident in the work of Cizek's students

- and it has been suggestedWP this study (Chapter 2, p. 31) that this

i . . may'have been a secondary inf]henee on Lismer himself. It is quitev
{ . ) . y. .
i .

' .. possible, however 'that Cizek, ]1ke Lismer was also influenced by

w1111am Morris and his work in the decorat1ve arts. Certa1n1y Cizek

~ .'was.-awajre of the nature of Morris's work, as his conve’?tion with Wilson
TS . : Y.

| -

_4‘\~ ' shows; Y v .

- -~

T It was your w1111am Morr1s and Ruskwn «erowho f1rst tried to make -

deooT S art penetrate every corner- of 1ife -\brgught it r{ght into peop1es"-

s
o

A - homes, to their wa]]pépetﬁ, and the- tiles of their hearths, ‘and
. “ - .
b . the very clothes they put on. My contriputien is that 1 start - -

o ) . with the children and make them begin to decorate the world they
- 5 ¢ ~ 14
! © live in. (Wilson, 1921 p. 6) ‘

’ t

. ,.

He also expressed a- w1sh that the children's 1deas would "grow like

“‘ . " ) Q ‘ . .
IR flowers in a wood*- naive, untrained and’ ga11y coloured." (Wilson, ’
(3 . 1 . .

1921,-p. 6) It s possible that Cizek may have(\had a taste for peasant o , I

. *{*h “art and consgioﬁs1y promoted gecoratiVe workNin his c]aeses. "This could =~
¢ not be said of.Lismer a1€EOugh a similar element was apparent in hi’s

‘1\\‘students} work. Former ¢olleagues- remember that he was not particularly .

N : \aware of the bias towards decoratjve art 1n h1s ch11dren s classes. il »

(Lé\dsley, Note 31. Medhurst, Note 32) It is likely 'that the prefe-

?““ | rence\gf the per1od which favoured the decorative arts, influeneed the DR

(, - ~ 7 type of work which both ‘Cizek and’ L1smer mot1vated by approbatlbn /
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In a similar way the Nineteenth Century was.a1§o reSponsibIe for
'shaping Lismer's social awareness, and he found in North Amer1ca that
Dewey had doveloped a system of educat1on wh1ch promoted SOC1a1 conscious-
‘ness in c¢hildren, wh1ch éat1sf1ed,L1smer S own.soc1o1 cr1ter1a. His
affioity yith Medievalism was the\resuTt of a parficu]ar phenomena of

P -
Nineteenth Century England, where, for many, the Medieval oeriod assumed

aspects of a’Ulopian dream. It was natural, theroiog:, that Lismer would
refer to this period frequently in his teaching and
work which had, for example, the characteristic all-over patterning of

~

Medieval books and tapestries.

This study has found that L{smer, who e&ucated‘himse1f fhnough nis
readings, was also inf]uénced by 1oeas whfco ho aosorbed froo his back-
ground im England, énd wh1ch shaped the choices he made in his tbach1ng
methodology His ch01ce of the Progect Method- provided a practical

. framework within which he could advance other concepts in conjunction

with art instruction. .He was, however, also concerned with the promotion

of child-centered art theories which had déve]ooéd from his admiration

for the work of Franz Cizek and Marian Richardson and which were, as

this study will observe, incompatible with Dewey's Project Method. s
P
// PE :
e .
¢ e .
. e =
a s .
: . '

bconsciously promote:
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Educational Influences on Lismer's Pedagogy
I

Arthur Lismer had little knowledge of educational philosophy or
practice when he began to teach art as a\yéung man in 1913. He had
left school at.the age of thirteen, and had been trained in the commer-
.cial arts, learning Fhe craft of painting in his spare time., During ﬁis
stay in Halifax, Nova Scotia, as the printipa}‘of the Victoria School of -
Art and Design, Lismer bega;‘to formu]Ate hjs philosophy of art educAtion,
obsgrv{ng and trying out his ideas 6n a sﬁa]] group of children who met
on Saturday morning§ for art 1essbn$: Lismer read widely, and became
interested in therprogréssive education movement pioneered by John
Dewey in education, and by Franz Cizek and Marian Richardson in art

-

edugation.‘ The new‘freedom for the child, evident in child-centered
educ;tion, was in sharp contrast to Lisﬁer's own schooling in Victorian
England, and although Lismer accepted many of these new ideas he retained
and used notions which or&ginated in his youth and which were not in

i

accord with child-centered arfaeducation.as formulated by Cizek. Lismer
waQNZ}mpathetic toqardsvthe_jdealg‘o% prpgressive\education,fgpd under;
sfood thé needs of -children, identifying as an artist with their desire
for more freedom. His interpretation of child-centered art educa}ion,
however,_waﬁﬂmodified by his use of the Projécf method, and, as this

study will attempt to show the two are not synonymous.

Historical Background

.
The history of the chi1d~centered movement in eaucation shows a

long slow developmeqt of the ideal of freedom for children to participate

in their own education. "

In the ancient world, education of the young was limited to the

children of the upper classes, and was. authoritarian and aimed at making

-
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the individual subservient to thg state. This process was %frst chal-
lenged by Socrates (469-399 B.C.); whose advice to students, "knoW\\\a,_{\
thyself", was a notion very close to the modern concept of self- ~
realization, (Strebel and Morehart, 1929, p. 7) and the idea that
"each (person) must have his own unique ideai." (Nunn, 14&7, p. 13)
. History reveals, as Dewey has observed, that educational phi]bsphy has
Qa]ways swung between?tﬁé two extreme§ of imposition and free expression,

the choice being detérmined by social needs and pressures. (Dewey, 1916,

%@?. 122) | \

After the conquest, of ancient Greece, Greek learning wastcarried to
Rome by captive scholars, and when Rome eventually fell, the learned were -
'forced to.scatter, and many took refuge in monasteries. These 1nstitutiohs
became'cénﬁers of learning. which gradually deve]bped into tﬁe great
Medieval Universities. Knowledge at these institutions Qgs\stored and
‘cherished, and was.passed on to sfudents for the ﬁééservation of learning

'rather than for»the benefit of the individual. 1quing ;ﬁe Renaissance
many new moveménfs aqd reforms developed, these were\jn‘qift'due to the
influence of Dante, who chose to write in Italian rather tﬁan in‘Latin'
as had preViously been the custom. Of tﬂe new ideas, the Humanist
movement was undoubtedly of tﬁe greatest interest to the intel]ectua]s:
The Humanists placed the\ﬁndividﬁal at the center of human concerns, and~.
thi§ notion, which evolved into thé "naturalistic ideal" during the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries became the popular philosophical.
theory of education. ‘The connection between humaéish and'gdUcation was
originaliy made by Elizabethan”Sir Francis Bacon (1561-}526) who suggested
that the natural evolutioh of thé child should determine the subject

matter and teaching method. Th1§ idea was not adopted by gducationa]jsts,

D)
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however, main]ytbecause of the work of John Locke,(1632-1704)-wh0, in
the mid-seventeenth century proposed that the mind could be forced to
accept know]edgé, an-idea which became known as the doctrine of "Formal
Discipline" and remained in force in the school system until well into
the twentieth century. The.interpretation of this philosophy resulted
in repressive and aythoritarian action on the part of the teacher, and
piaced the development of the individual student as the Towest priority.
The ideals of Francis Bacon were not developed fu(ther until Rousseau
(1712 - 1778) presented a plan for the education of the child in his
novel "Emile" (1762). Rousseau separated the child Emile from society,
aﬁd\p1aced him in natural surroundings in the sole company of his tutor;

N

in this setting learning came from the child's interests and observations.
These ideas ha& suéh a_powérful‘éffect on French society, that Napoleon
credited Roysseau with being the moving force behind the French Revolu-
tion,

The "Natura]istic igga1"'remaiqed a speculative proposition, however,
until Pesfé1gfzi (1746 --{827) developed gnd used what he termed the

"Natural Laws jof Education.” iThese laws referred to the natural human

methodology of absorbing in?brmation, and have since become known asthe

- psychological metﬁbq of instruction. These ideas were amplified b his .

pupil Frogbe] (1782 - 1852) who was able to take the "Naturalistic Ideal"
further b;éause of his scientific training and orientation. Froebel,

who wished to study children as close to their natural state as possible,
was mainly interested in the young child. He set standards for pre-school
educétion whichz:are still in use today, including the use of pleasant
surroundings, and the type of equipment which stimulated the child into

learning by doing. (Stroebel and Morehart, 1929, p. 18) He placed children

LY
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‘chi1d. Nevertheless Lismer chosé to use Dewey's Project Method im his -

42

and.their needs at the center of the cyrricu1um, and in this respect was:
pgrhaps thé major influence on the philosophies of Franz Cizek and John
Dewey. Pewey, the major figure 1E[the American progressive education
movement, beliéved that -learning should develop from'the interests and
surroundings of the chiid. In addition, however, hezstressed &he éociai R
implications of education) including the obligations of the e&ucatiénal-
system to maké the child into an integrated member of society. It has

been argued that.these aims were at odds with the ideals of child-centered

education, (Entwistle, 1970, p. 35) and indeed Dewey's philosophy of

education did not include the cultfvation of the inner personality of

the child, a trend which he saw as a divisive factor in §ociety. (Dewey,

1916, p. 122) In the light of Dewey's educational priorities which placed

social concerns above the inner deve]opmentzof the individual, Lismer's
choice of the Project Method, which was essentia]lj’concefhed with group
activities would seem to be an inappropriate vehicle for'teaching child-

d@ntered art education, which aimed at the development of the inner
‘ \

children's Saturday art classes at the Art Gallery of Toronto, and at the‘
Montreal Museum of Fine Arts. It mﬁst bé assumed therefﬁre, that Lismer's -
socig] concerns corresponded with Dewey's‘ideas for education, and that

his use of-the Projéét Method confirmep that social integration was a
priority abové‘the deVe]opment of the individual child. Dewey's _
pgi1o§ophy.of education suited the political and social tenor of the

times, and his ProjeFt Me thod remaine? in use yntil éhe 1960's. Remnants

of his powerful ideas are still evident and have become part of the

accepted tradition in educational practice. -
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John Dgwey (1859 -,1952), the American philosopher and psychologist

was undoub£§d1y theﬁﬁbgf»inf1uentia1 and venerated figure in thg Progres—
sive Education Movement. He was'concerned with both practical and
theoreticg] ideas, and through his experimental school at the University
. of-Chicago, he developed new systems for the development of learning.

. Dewe} found that the educational sys%em of the times separated
children's interests and activities at home from their Tife at school.

L]

He argued that unless the two areaé of a child's 1ife were brought toge-
ther that eduéatibn would remain a matter of remembering facts which were
unrelated to tﬁe reality of the child's “i;e. He believed that the
world of everyday life was sufficiently rith to provide the necessary
background for the education of children and fit them for a place in
society. His systém of education was. based these ideas, and on the
notion that true learning was born of experieSYe, he proposed therefore
that education should .be "a confinual-rebrganizétion, reconstruction,

and transformation of experience." (Dewey, 1916, p. 50) Dewey's major
concerﬁ, however, was the socialization.of the student and to achieve
this Dewéy suggested that schools should be made to éesemb]e society as
closely as possible. Certainly the Project Method, which was deve?oped
from Dewey'§ theories of gducation, followed this pattern, and encouraged
grdup activities and groub effort towards a common goal.

Dewey believed that.social and po1itiéa1 reform could be ‘achieved
through education, énd_as 5 supporter of the Democratic system he
advocated governmental use of the educational system to further the
.goa1s of democracy. In his Pe&agogic Creed he stated,

I believe that educationkis the fundamental method of social progress
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*° and reform...:Through education socfety can formulate itsngwn
purpases, can orgaﬁize its own means and resources, 7hd thus - 2 -
- shape itself with definiteness and gcondmy in ;he di/rection in-

which it wishes to move. (Archamba(ilt, 1964, p. 437-438)

Our objec;ion to the use of‘the educa%i nal system in this way derives

from present day experiences of totalitarian systems which have noto-

r%ous]y used education as a political tool. lAs Entwistle points out,

"Oppbsipjon to tota]jtarian regimes derivesilargely from the assumption

that'these ride rough-shod over the legitimate aspirations of individua]s.;

.

(Entwistle, 1970, p. 26) Dewey's concern was, however, to tie the

ﬁeterogeneous population of the United| States together at a time when -
. therelwas d heavy immigrant population, To dq)this he felt that, "The
emphasis must be put upon whatevervbin S peqp]e together in cooperative
human pursuifg." (Dewey, 1916, p. 98) |In order-tqyachieve this objec-
tive, Dewey was against any educationa1\method which’dealt with individual
debe]oﬁment as its exclusive goa],‘and é@id,
The idea of perfectin; an inner‘pe}sonality is a sure sign of social
divffion§. What is called 'inner' vi simply that which does hot
connect with othérs - which is not capable of free and full cpmmu-
niqafion. What is termed spiritual culture, has usually been ‘
futile, with something rotten about Lt, Just because it has been o
conceived as a_thing which man might{have interﬁa]]y =~ and there--.
fore exclusively. (Dewey, 1916, p. 122)
. Entwistle objects to this element in Dewey's philosophy which he finds
deliberately undervalues, "the individuals neFd for a strong inner life
of his own," (Entwistle, 1970, p. 35) and|points out that,

The;eﬂare‘the‘kindérof considerations which prompt some educationists -

1
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to contend for the primacy of -an 'inner 1ifé’ against Dewey's

- . -/

stress on the need tp refer all experience to what is ‘outer’'....

* . Holtins quotes Santayana's view that, 'In Dewey..\.there'fs a

pervasive, quasi-Hegelian tendehcy to disSolve the individual into
. his social fnnctions; end he comments that this quotation, 'attacke
Dewey's preoccupation with the social side of exper{ence; he under-
values the individual's need for a strong inner life of his own.'"
" (Entwistle, 1970, p. 35) _
In- the light of Dewey's objéctions to p]acing the, individuad above the
group, it must therefore be understood that the Progect Method was child-

centered only in so far as the subject and treatment had o be relevant

to the children concerned Th1s method was_not, as u111 be seen later

ﬁﬁ—~‘ -

—_—

in this study, concerned with the individual deve]oorent of each child.

The soc1a1 aspects of the Projec¢t Method appea]ed to s1m11ar values “in

Cismer's philosophy, and the 1nf1uence of hi3 youth in a society which

B
‘was conscious of social issues prepared him for the acceptance of Dewey's

idepSL _He found that the Project Method fulfilled his criteria.for the

social integration and involvement of large numbers of chi]dren) and
’ 7

" this appeared 'to be his priority for the Saturday classes. He did not

follow all of Dewey's intentions however, ‘and ﬁreouently used exotic
sﬁbject matter as motivation, ratﬁer than topics which were closer to

the child's experience. He used aepects of the Project Method which -
Suited the sitoation at the Art Gallery andllater at the @ontrea] Museum,
however thepProject Method itse1¥ was not consistent with the theories

of child-centered art education which Lismer also adopted.

L)
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The Influence of .the Child-centered’

‘Art Movement on'Lisher's'Pedagogy
. A ‘ * Child-centered art educat1on was or1g1na31y def1ned by Franz <

PR S

Al
- &;zek {1865 - 1946) as a way, to teach ch11dren art by’ the s1mp1e

~Jnethod of not teachwng at all in the accepted §ense, but of Tett1ng the

~ Y e,

PO ’ éhi]dren teach thensélves " (Wi]son, 1921, p. 1) Cizek, who is cons1dered N ]

o

" " to be one of the fathersvof ‘modern methods of art educat1on developed
v ' J *his.ideas at a t1me when, as Marian R1chardson said, there was a "grow-
- ‘b | . 1ng respect for ‘the individuality of the ch11d " (1948, p. 59) These
T 1deas were part of a larger ;ovement encouraqed—by the findings 6fﬁ R

; psycho1ogy, which suggested that the ch11d was a differént be1ng from an
., ' =
.. “adult rather than as Had prevvously been” thought an undeve]oped and

“ . *

.~ . therefore ‘inferior adult., In add1t1on, the 1nterest in children as

Y  artists brought a new recogn1t1qn/of th

isual relationship between ' .

t

éhi]dren's art‘and the art of primitive peoplés. )

- - Ch11dren before the n1neteenth century wereimeated as small adu1ts ‘ 1‘
and were expected to share in all the pleasures and SOrrows of tugvr parents
n]wues. Howqﬁer,'early in the n1neteenth century the‘separat1on betwe@n
ch11dren g%d adults Increased and with move educational opportun1t1es ,* )

" for children, the sepa/atﬂon of the sexes also became a common pract1ce {

‘ . ‘Q'grow1ng awareness of the needs of ch11dren was apparent even before

‘;‘ L e ‘the advent ot psycho]ogy‘(see Chapter 3, b 40); Rousseau i the mid- ‘

e1ghteenth century showed an lnterubt in the chlld as am 1nd1V1dua1 S /

o ; , "The child is not & sma]l grown up, he has needs of his own, and a

q mentality adapted to these needs " (V1o]a, 1944, p. 7) A recognition n,

)
L]

: ‘ /
. : of "the needs of children did not ‘however, 1nc1ude the child's natural
, 4hc11nat1on to draw, and the sort of draw1ng instruct1on which f1rst
% o L , N

W,L,
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_appeared in the school system was designed to be useful.

Drawing appeared in the school system in Engﬁand circa 1840, and

was called "Linear Drawing". It was.taught in conjunction with carpentxy,\
housebuilding, and Yand surveying. (Sutton, 1969, p. 45) Herbert Spencer’

in his, book Education: Intellectual, Moral and Physical written in.1861,“

“~

‘perhaps madé the first reference to the child as én‘artist when he said,
What i$~it that the chi]dq¥irst tries to'represent? Things that"
are large, tﬁings that are attractive in colour, things round
which its most p]easurab]e'associations most cluster' The’
Question is not whether the child is producing good draw1ngs

~ The question is whether it is develop1ng its facu1t1es

B (Spencer, Note 1) \ L,

“Spencer also made some notabte observations about drawing 1in educat1on,
{

e

and,said,

- Dufing early'childhood no-foﬁma1\drawing Tessons are,possibio.’
. Shall we therefore repress, of neg]ecf po~a1o these efforts at
. self chtgreé Or sha1T we en%ourago and guide them as norma]

. exercises of the perceptions and the powers of manipuiapions.:.
From what has been said, it may readily be 1nferreo\that e
condemn the practice of drqwing from copies. (Spencer? Note 2) -

These were isolated ooservations, oowever, and even éhough Spencer took

a surprisingly 1iberal-view of educational'practice, it io interesting

to"note that he still ;éferred lo-tha chilq as ‘it'. Rusk{g, who was ~

interested in promoting the "natqra] development of the child", opposed

“the' use of drawing as an aid to vocational sdbjects, and attempted to

- have a%t,.in the schég] syst;%: changed from a practical‘to a cultural

pursuit. (Fie\d,t1970, p. 50) His efforts, at that time, were not .

.
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! .
succéssful, and the use of copy books, introduced in the 1840's,
continued as standard pracfice into the twentieth century. In 1868
examinations &ere‘added to the art programme, and_examp]es from the
Department Directory of 1870 show that children were expected to copy
complex outline drawings of designs, vases, and still life objects.
(Sutton, 1967, pp. 107-112) There were more enlightened programmes
avéi]ab]e to schools which were situated near, and:Qorked with, local
art schools. One-of thege programmeskdesigned'by the princfpal of the
Birmiqgham §choo] of Art in 1888, showed a desire to g%ve children at
' least a measure of freedom. His suggestions. for Standard 3 concluded
with the gtateﬁent that, "Design - the main object of all drawing....‘>
is of educational value in stimulating and.exérpising the 1ndividualify,
‘the idiosyncracies of each child." (Sutton, 1967, p. 133) /This emphasis
“on design in the late nineteenth century reflected the Meeds) of industry,
‘ which demanded a constant‘supp]j of competent désigners.
| During the 188q's; a groundswell of opinjoﬁ agaiﬁst‘the‘narrow
“‘;applicatjon of af™ in the school curriculum made small but important . .
gains. Ruskin, who had been advocating Tor many years that school child-
ren should be exposed to the best in music, art, and literature was joined .
by his mdst outspoken supporter, Epen;;er Cooke. + Cooke, a former pupil
‘of Pesta1ozz}, knew James Sulley the psychologist, and made attempts to
reconcile hi; theories of art education with p§ycholggy. In 1895 Cooke
developed an 'A]terﬁative Syllabus' to be'used at the discnﬂéion of 
individual schools, which for the first time used psycho]ég}caf'insight§
in éonnec ion with art education. He emphasized that, /4gé study of the
child has influenced very much the a];ernative sy]]gﬁﬁs." (Sutton, 1967.
p. 139) His findings resulted in the inclusion of calour for thg first

a -
L
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time in a school syl'labusmfthough copying was still in vogue for
art instruction, the figures in the A]terr\i}tiv\e\ Syﬂabus had a new

tfeedom and liveliness not seen before. (Sutton, 1967, pp. 137-,-152)
4

Cooke was also influenced by Froebel's methods and was probably the

first person to teach art accoraing to Froebel's principals. Froebel

maintained that children's spontaneous expression in art was of primary

importance to their development, he defined the role of thé teacher as

.being passive and nbn-directive. (Sutton, 1967, p. 158) At the Interna-

tional >Hea1ﬂth Exhibition in 1884 Cooke described Froebel's dmwophy

,as it applied to art education, .

Imagination some teachers éonsidér their enenty. Froebel makes 'it\
the very center of his system.,..He finds the child a creatwe
be1ng, with active 1mag1nat1on....Froebe1 s aim is educat:on by -
natural development working .in alliance with nature, by methods
learned by observing the child., (Sutton, 1967', pp 151-158) -
It is clear that the child-centered movement in art educ'atiqn owed

ol

much to Froebel, and his methods insbired not only Cooke, but Franz Cizek.

Cizek began his teaching career in ‘Vienn; at the end of the nineteenth

century and was the first person believed -.to have employed chﬁd-

centered philosophy to 'art' education in its entirety. His w‘c\ark and
philosophy ’were’re\corded by admiring students, and as a result haver been '
subject first to uncr1t1ca1 acc1a1m, and later. to d1sbehef in his \
reported ‘methods.” There is no doubt that in contrast to the schools of

the time Cizek's classes for chﬂdren gave them cons1derable freedom.
However the much repeated statement'of his teaching pmncm‘l'es; "to let |

the children grow, develop: and mature," ysuggested that art materials were

supplied and that the childrep v)orked' on their own, as their individual-

L
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ideas demanded, which was far from the truth.
" The exhibition of ‘work by Cizék's\students which went to Toronto in i
1927 was a greatlinfluence onuLismer; but he seemed to have suspected
] “from the confoﬁmipy of the work that there had been‘some "guidanceh
from C%zek. (Yanerr, 1980, p. 10) <Lismer.was attracted to the 'Natural-
ist }dea1“ and advocéted art teaching principles which resembled those

of Cizek. In practice, however, he seemed to prefer the Project Method
« »

which promoted the socializing aspects of art-making. These two very

5\\\1;; " different approaches became part of Lismer's pedagogy, however, it wés
. n,‘ * 4
\\\\\\ for the ideals promoted by Cizek, that Lismer became known. . .

S 4

rank Cizek =~ o
fFank\Eﬁzek began stydying art in Vienna in 1885r and later became

. a member of tHE\~ ecessionists', a group of artists which included Gus-

tave K1imt, and which dedicated to pioneering modern art- in Austria.
Cizek became interested in children's art while watching chi]dren’paint-

ing on a fencé opposite his boarding~house. Other members of the Seces-

sionists encouraged his interest and in 1897 he was given a permit to

v

teach, and later in 1903 accompdation, but no fu d§\from the State. His

the United

work with children received much publicity in Britai;\a
States, however, and it was from these sources that he gained
financial support to continue until 1938, wﬁen he became too blind t -
“work. “

Accounts of Cizek's methods were written in the English language

by Wilhelm Viola, and Francescp Wilson. Both writers, who admired his
. abparent]y effortless procedure, have gived an unbalanced view of his
teaching practice.suggesting that he was a passive-figure in the art

room, a notion which Cizek himself seems to have encouraged, In answer ' AN

4 ! 0 ’




to Wilson's question as to hbw\he achievedlhis results Cizek repli?d,
“f don't do....I take the 1id off and other art masters clap the 1id
on." (Wilson, 1921; p. 3) Wilson also gave the impression that tﬁére
was something miraculous aBout Cizek himself, |
whatéver the type of class, whether Cizek'gipart in it is that of
a mere 'onlooker, as he loves to call.himself, or more active in
the‘criticism lesson, he is the one person that matters in the
\room, and the magician for whom all’ these little gnomes are Working,
~though they know it not, the wizard who has released their powers
and enabled them to express the things in them whiéh might other-
wise have siumbered forever. (Wilson, 1921, p. 15) ‘ -
Carline described Cizek during his c]asses,as giving the 1mprgssionlof “
wétéhing'the prgceedings in a dream,f“with his cold remote eyes and far-
off unsmiling expression."A(Carling, 1968, p. 162) The spiritual quali-.
- - tjes associated wifh Cigek's teéching can also be found iﬁ accounts of
\ 1eétures and talks which he gave. To the teachers of Dobling in Austrid
' he said, ‘
Teaéh art by the simple meﬁhod of not ‘teaching at.all in the accep-¢,
ted sense, but by letting the'chiidren‘teach themselves... I’
beseech you, moré than anything q]se, to free the schools you are
teaching in from yourselves, ie. from the schoolmgster... The
teacher ought to learn to hover like an 'invisible spirit’ over

the pupil, always ready to encourage, but never to préss or force.

(Art education considered as growth and self-fulfillment, 1924,

T : p..1)

\\\\7\\\3\\It was generally understood at the time that ‘Cizek's method involved

11tt1;7;;\55‘ hing in the accepted sense.‘In’the preface to Dulac's -

—

v

’ T >

i

AN
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book, Christmas Pictures by Children, written in 1922, Wilson wrote that

Cizek refused "with scorn to ¢§11 them what they ought to do, or how
"they should do it, he was lavish with his praise, and did not point out
faults. Great stress was laid on excellence of colour, conception and
Qesign."\ Accounfs which stressed the passive role of the art instructor,
as presented by Cizek, were widely circulated, with unfortunate resu1t§
for art education. In some cases drawing froﬁ copy books gave way to a
compiete lack of any kind of instruction at all. ’

. The children in Cizek's classes "drew and painted only from imag{-
nation, and this constituted another drastic change from earlier mgth&ds." ,
(Carline, 1968, p. 162) Cizek was not, in fact, teaching drawing, he ////

. !
was doing something entirely different. Wilson pointed out that "the

N )
* age he loved most was from one to seven,"” because, Tike Froebel, he

.
.

-wanted to study the young "ungpoi]t" child, She quoiés a lecture given
by Cizek in 1921,. - \“
This is the age of purest art. A child draws a great deal in this
period,"not because, as grown ups 'make out, he wants to'communjcate-
something, but because he wants to formulate his own ideas - express
what is in him. (Wilson, 1921, p. 4) | _ |
‘Cizek's role as "that of a mere onlooker" (Wilson, 1921, p; 15) in the
studio was the only possible attitude he could assume in the light of .
"his stated beliefs, which were that, "the unspoilt child is trehen&ously
creative (Viola, 1944, p. 27)....A young child produces what he knows,‘
not what he sees (Viola, 1944, p. 29)....First‘they‘(childﬁen) are
creative and only much_later comes the grammar of drawing anq painting."
“(Viola, 1944, p. 31) S L
The time was ripe for this philosophy, whjch; for the first time
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gﬁcou}aged children to give form to their innér jdeas. The.adveﬁt‘of
child psychology, and the various-art movements such as the Fauves,
Futurists and 'the Expressionists were also concérned with revealing ,

1 inner thoughts and feelings. In practice, however, although the adult
artist was expressing an ipte}jo% wor]d; for the children who attended
Cizek's classes more motivat%pﬁ must have seemed necessary. Cizek,
contrary to his public statements, &id not rely on the spontaneous
expression of his,students,'bqt ﬁresented quite sﬁecific pictorial
motivation before they began to work.

CiZek: We shall draw a line down the center. This is a wall. At
one side of the wall éanta'Claus wi11$stand and on the other, who

will stand there? The "Krampus," at the side of the paper near

the window we have the "Krampusﬁ. (Later) You must all begin with
the mitre near tﬂe top of the paper - Qs Trude did. Not in the
midd}e! Otherwise it would be a wee Santa Claus. (Viola, 1944,
p. 113)
qus the lesson progressed He made comments about the children's work,
"Yoy~have given Sant? Claus a black beard like the Emperor of Abyssiniai
but Sﬁhta C]aug has a white‘beard.;..One child has made a beard with
two lines, but that'is not enough. It should be outlined to show the
‘fﬁ11 size." (Vio]a, 1944, p. 114) Again towards the end of the lesson |
Cizek urged the children to decorate their work, and gave some very
specific directions; |
"If Santa Claus goes to the children he puts on his-best clothes.
He has a long gblden coat‘fastened with a clasp. There are golden

decorations on this c]asp....tﬁe coat is lined with red and the

e shirt underneath is snow white. You see only a little bit of his

\
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shoes under his coat. On his shoes he has gold buckles. We shall
‘ paint them with real gold. Now do the decorations on his coat,
' . (to the child who shows him his drawing) You must cover all your’
paper nicely. (to another child) You must make your decoratio‘ns
thicker." (Viola, 1944, p. 114)

Cizek also exerted considerable control over the colours used by his

students, giving them one colour at a time, and even mixing colours

A

AN
beforehand. .

Cizek: Those who have finished their drawing may begin pa‘inting.'
You get the red colour now. What are you going to paint red?

Children: The 1ining of the coat.

Cizek: Paint red what should be red..... Now you get the paint for

skin and hands. What are you going to do now?

Children: Face and hands. (Viola, 1944, p. 114)
Viola's description of Cizek with his "gentle voice....his kind
face, bending over little heads; and indeed all that charm of his whole

ﬂ
attitude towards 'his' children," again gives the impression of a

sa;ntly character., It is possible that, on the whole, this was an accu-
rate description., There were times, howéver, when Cizek could be quite
critical and even unkind'. He said, "Here is a child who, instead of a
Christmas tree has made a broom. (Laughs) It must be a poor child who
makes a Christmas tree out of a broom." (Vipla, 1944, p. 118)
l;'. is in a stage where he leaves the abstract for the concrete...
He begins already upon anaFomy.- which is beyond him of course.
-, ‘He wants to say with his inadequate means what only grown-ubs

can say. (Viola, 1944, p. 132)

Carline commenting on this aspect of Cizek's teaching recalls the case
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of a pé}ticu1ar1y briltiant pupil of rich parentage. The professﬁr was
subsequently asked about his pupil's progress and he replied most
uncharitably: “He produces nothing now at all - he is so rich."
(Carline, 1968, p. 159)

When Viola (1944) was answering questions about Cizek; he was asked

if Cizek still painted, and replied that Cizek had not touched a brush

in thirty‘yearg, believing that there were enough artists, and that it L

was more important for children to create. tVio]a, 1944, p. 70) He )
seemed to have submerged his own desire to paint and to have worked
through the children he was teaching. His control over the children's
Qork can be seén in the following quotafion,
When I say, for instance, make the hair, a child should ‘not be
satisfied with making decorations. When I say now do the e}es,
y you should not make blots, but eyes with\1ids, pupils, and all
the parts of the eyes. I try to guide you slowly so that your
work grows slowly, but also clearly and well, not muddled. That
_would give me no pleasure. (Viola, 1944, p. 115) !
He seemed to have had a change of heart the following week, however,‘and
asked hi; studenfs, "What can you do with it? I must ask you what you
want. Not you ask me what I want. I want nathing. You must want
something.”" (Viola, 1944, p. 115) It'is clear, however, that he did
want a very specific type of work from his students, and had bre-
conceived notions of child art which résulted in a uniformity in the
work of his students. Brent Wilson remarks on the amount:of contré]
which Cizek maintained in his classes:
Once h]S Juvenile Art Class had begun, the child art Cizek observed

was done under h1s influence in circumstances he control]ed S0
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completely albeit unknowingly. (Wilson, i974, p. 2) .
Reports which stressed Cizek's passive approach Tead to a mi sunder-
standing of his methods, and those who followed this model were left

floundering with unstructured lessons and poor quality art work.

" Absolute freedom in any teaching situation is a denial of terms, and

it has become clear that art is not different in'that respect from other
disciplines. Posgib]y Cizek instinctively realized this, and not trusting
to the native ability of his students, gave them veerI mptivatfon and.,
assistance. In thé 1ight of these fihdings it is apparent that Cizek's
students were not, in fact, expressing tﬁeir 1nner thodghts and feelings,
but were largely i]lustrating the verbal descriptions which Cizek gave
them. . ) |
Thgre were contradi%tions in Cizek's work, and in the work of Marian
Richardson, and this was also true of Lismer's philosophy and téaching'
pfactice.' Lismer was attracted to Cizek's idea that the child "has worked
entirely out of feeling, unself-consciously, spontaneously, pressed on by

some urge from within him." (Art education considered as growth and self-

fulfillment, 1924, p. 1) Lismer also suggested that the teacher was not

k)

necessary to the child's art-making when he said, "The child is the
true artist in that he can use and enjoy aesthetic experience. He has

native g%fts of perception and sufficient skill to give his ideas and

-experience form." (Lismer, Note 3) Both men worked against the notion

of child-centered art education, however, by using teaching methods

which conflicted with their students' personal exprgssion. Cizek worked

- to achieve a specific type of decorative art, and Lismer appeared to be

more interested in art which developed from social intgfaction.

There were others who were influenced by the findings of psychology



‘ \ 57"
' \

and a growihd interest in new art movements, including a recognition of
the va]ug of primitive art forms. Among those who abandoned the old
methods of tea;hing drawing was Marian Richardson, of Eng]and: Lismer
met her in England in 1934 on his return trip from South Africa. Lismer's
daughtgr said that her father, "Knew about her before then, but had not
met her." She thought that they might have met again later or had some
correspondence. (Lismer-Bridges, Note 4) Medhurst, however, remembers
that Lismer actually observed Richardson teaching on one of his many :
return visits to Britain, (Medhurst, Note 5) There was an exhibition
of children's drawings from Britain at the time when Lismer was iﬁ South
Africa,;whicﬁ were technically excellent, but Lismer remarkéd that chil-
dren coh]d not base an emotional 1ife on such work. He added that this -
was subject to change,” "as is evident in §he contributions of L.C.C.
(London County Council) schools under Miss Richardion's direction, who
(Qic) is making a marvelous ch;nge in the direction of liberating the
graphic and*lyrical character of the English child." (Lismer, Note 6)
There,was no doubt that she had an influence on'Lismer, philosophically

he dgreed with her teaching practice which at the time was revolutionary

because, "she refused to give direct instruction and allowed the

. Aesthetic sensibilities ang the imagination of the pupils to guide

*

them." (Carline, 1968, -p. 170) Lismer'expressed a similar philosophy

A

“in a lecture he gave in Australia in 1937, "We learn from the3chi1d'to

u

respect  his own desire for self-expression and enable him to release
these dynamic and vivid 1mades that are the evidence of his five senses..:”

(Lismer, Note 7) Marian Richardson was a unique individual with an

' H

|
unusual talent, her model of art education, however, which -was widely

copied, was only used successfully by those rare ingFructors who had

a similar gift of description.

0
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Marian Richardson

- Marian Richardson (1892 - 1946) was, by her own admission, an

3

. uncommitted artist and found her true vocation when she began to teach
art af Dudley Girl's High School at the age of nineteen. Almost by

accident she began a lesson one day by describing & street scene which

v - 2

she had pa-‘%_x}jce_d herself. She says of this experience;,
Oneuday [ decided to try giving the children a wordd picture I

asked them to shut- their eyes while, they hstened to a descm ption -

i of a little local street 11t by the moon, as I had myself seen
’ 9

= © . and painted 1t a shurt while before. I was sur'pmse.d and delighted

with the results. No doubt-the fact that I had seeh ‘the subject as
= ]

vt was artistically signifi€ant. From this moment the work had a new

[ “fquality.... In a vague dark way I began to see that this thing we :

|

f ) had stumb1ed upon, as 1t were almost by chance, was art not draw-"
| ;

| . ing; somethmg as d1st1nct and precious as love itself and as

[

Ao »
Q

_natural. 1 could free it, but I could not teach it; and my whole i
pUrpose was now ,dir‘ected to this end, as I set out to learn with
anc'iu from the children. (Richgrdson, 1948, pp. 12-;13) ,
.The revelation of this experience changed her approach and she began to
teach "by not teaching at-éﬂ" as Cizek described hi*s own method. She
was encouraged in this by Roger Fry, the art critic, .who helped spreaq
| her ijdeas by giviﬁg her exhibitjon space at the Omega wo“rks’hopr, which .

\ he organized. He was highly critical of art teaching methods of the time
1 “ \

and said.v "There can be no doubt...that the average chi]d has extraordi-
nary. inventiveness in design, and the average adult none whatever, and

hat in between these two states there occurs the prerfs known as art '

-, , N [
-." +_a picture gave colour and point to my words and reduced them to what :
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*w“—“_——‘_¢~§“‘—~_;;;Eﬁ7ﬁ§‘“\fGa\ﬁ1ne *1988 P, 170) Richardsonts method appea]ed to Fry

-

-
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because, as she said, "Ho% different 1t all was frop the orthodox tech-

nique which g%ese ch11dren had learned before in dmttat1on of-adult

convent1ona] art. They were now devé1oping an art of their own, vita] .

.~

‘enough to d1scover its own means of expression." (Richardson, 1948, p. 17)
In time the child-centered agproach to art education began to

\ . : P '

assume the ﬁeatures of a cult, and both Cizek and Richardson were treated

with almost;reﬂigioué awe. In. the introduction to Richardson's book ,

" Art and the Child, Kenneth'Clarke talks about her method of describing
.scenes as a form of hypnosi§, “I/'se the word hypnotiseé half seﬁipusly,
for the éxtfaordiqary vividneé;/withal!*Fh her pupils realized her .

\ descriptions did seem to 1nvo]ve some kind of telepathic suggestion.”
(RIfhardson, 19%8, p.b8) /R1chardson herself was conVinced Fhat some-
thing uqusJa1 was taking place when she said, "As I talked something
passed between us, and whatever possessed for me the genuine pictu?e
quality had a sort-of incandescence which I.could communicate." (Richard-
son, 1948, pp. 8-9) Clarke, concludes the.preface with the %o11owing
words, N

She Hga;a gift of universal 1ove.‘ This sublime giftf for which so
3}‘ mﬁﬁy ppets and artists havg striven in vain, is only to be
achieved £krough a éumi]ity seldom allied with creative gifts...

) -
Y - . . \ X
It is not for us to say who is, or is not a saint; but as I read

the passages that follow, I know that I am in the company of one—

who has had an unusua1fy direct and pure revelation of the divine
sp1r1t, and I beljeve that I recognlze the same tone of voice.
wh1ch I’ hear in the d1a1ogues of St. Cather1ne of S1enﬁg

(R1chardson 1948, p. 10) .

. L'y

o
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The suggéstion of .special powers and saintliness attributed to the major
. LY . '

'figures of cﬁildéfentereﬁ art education made it diff{cu1t, if not impos-
siblg,'to follow ®this method with any degre% of ceﬁiainty.' Richardson's

) descripfive method was widely copied in Britain and the old Commonwealth,
: ]

but in other hands it was abused and finally discredited. -

.,

> The child-centered ar;.movement was based on"the-sgsumption that

ch?]dren created spontaneously w1thout addﬂt intervention. Both Cizek '
and Richardson, however, usedxdescr1pt1ons to motivate their students,

- - ¢ . b ‘

- . " and their success depended to a large extent on their personalities, and

\ : .
on thir ability to cﬁoose evocative words. Richardson, for example, was

able fp describe Velasquez' "Serving Maid" so vividly that a studBnt,

kY R N

who had never seen the paipting, was able to reproduce a remarkab1e N b

tikeness. (Richardson, 1948, plate 15) The abitity to,t?anspose the
0

nuances ;\kihctor1a1 1magery into WOrds requ1res a rare ta]ent and

-

L1smer must have been aware of the fra11ty of this way of worﬁizg;//ﬂiS///,

ey Qec1s1on to use the Project Method, a more structured and Tally

oriented system, suggests that, as McLeish sai e was far more inte-

rested.in the wider dspects of chi

) oo education.” (MC%EiEB”}QS

fied wi e chkld cgptered approach to art education, and went out of

V//:/;’/,/L//’///E;;V;;/ to express this philosophy on numerous occasions. It would 1n * \ N\
- & .

! Fo~

y any case h&vye been unpopu]ar at that t1me, to publicly disagree with the ’

rt for the general techniques of

, p. 144) Lisme( wanted however to be identi-

notion that chiidren shou]d have freedom of" express1on The Project
* Methed, however, wds perhaps more suftgd to Lismer's situation on Satuﬁda}
' mornings, where large numbers of chi]d;én haa,to be kept ocqqued Hg
' may have felt more confident with a methjf which promised some phys1ca1

Aact1v1ty, stxmu]ating soc1a1 exch‘anges, and th}. pageant as an excit:r,lg
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. climax to the year's work. ) ;
) v . , |
Child-centered art education became widely knowMthrough the publi- . o
L N - .
B » N }
" city received by Cizek, and to a lesser extent By Ricfardson. The ;

general public became interested in the notion that éveryone had creative

-

potential, and that the 'unspoilt' child is naturally gifted. It is

v

’ ‘ :

‘regrettable that this method generated high expectations which were impose
g .

sible to fulfill, and that art educatjon which has subsequently developed

”

in a more practical direction, is étj11 ‘challenged to justify its posi-

~tion,

There is no doubt, however, that art education owes a debt of o,

- gratitude to Cizek and Richardéon for chéngiﬁg the orientation of art
.'education from a mechanical to-h,personé1 activity. They were to die

- . in 1946, a few months apart, at 3 time when art education had begun to -

~ AR - <
,
. . 1 4

[y

' ~tdirn away from the -ideas—they-had-promoted
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o~ ' Critical -Analysis
) N

This study has examined Arthur Lismer's backgrodnd ‘and the influ-

ences which helped to shape his\pedagogy as it related to his Saturday

' classes In rev1ew1ng these factors the prob]em of incon51stency between

have made it difficp]t, if not impossible, for him. to have followed

,Lismer's theory and his practice became apparent The following analysis

S

will discuss the relationship between his theomy and practice and will -

attempt,to determine whether he accomplished the goals af child-

centered art education which he promoted.

. ‘ Lismer was influenced by, two of the major figures in chiid centered
education by Cizek, who promoted ch‘id-centered art educa on, and by.

Dewey, who developed the Project Method, a child-centered coop

system of learning. -Cizek's liberal theory'defined art-makin

~intuitive sub-conscious process, and was fundamentally different from

Dewey's Project Method which promoted group activities and work which
came from the children's research and which was therefore based in -

rationai thought.. The passive role of the teacher which Cizek proposed

is in contrast to..the teacher in Dewey’s method, who shared decision- ™

making with the students. Dewey was critical of Cizek's promotion of

absolute freedom o? choice and action in the art room, which he felt,

,«/—-‘

to be u]timate]y unproductive: Lismer' s teachers worked in a way which
was quite contrary to the philosophies of both Cizek and Dewey and which
was in fact closer to the model of the traditional teacher. The contra-

dictions between Lismer's theory'and'practice~cou1&, perhaps be traced

to his ec]ectic reading habits, and to his inability to criticaily ana-

lyze his own pedagogy. An examination of his work also suggests that

Lismer’ s background in Eng]and and h1$ own traditional education would .
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Cizek'sethéory; and at the same time relinquish all authority in his art

' classes. In addition Lismer was not self-effacing by nature, and this

study found that there was a similar phenomenon in Cizek's pedagogy.

o

Cizek was the original model of the artist-teacher, and'it is possible

that Lismer was attracted to his theory because as an artist he also

A '

identified with that role.
It is important, in an analysis of Lismér's pedagogy, to examine
the type .of schooling which he recéived and which this study suggests T

had an effgpt on his own attitude towérds education. His schooling in

-England which lasted for the brief‘period of eight years, was of the

traditional type and his art education at Sheffield Central HigH'School .

-

patent]y "uninspiring". (McLeish, 1955, p. 4) His aversion to this type

of education remained with him tHkoughout his 1ife. He referred to it as

being Tike "stuffing a stocking, cramming everything down, then séying -

there's my education, now I can Teave." (Lismer, Note 1) He said of art*

\educat1on within that system; _

It is jin this period (between the ages of six and twelve) that
nearly all the formal tasks for class procedure are devised -
theorieg‘of perspective, theorie§ of co]gur, prigciples of design,
accuracy and skills, ngéthess and meticulous routine - all designed.
to give the child the formal shackles of convéntﬁonai‘school life.

- They sit at'impossibIeldeéks‘in badly lighted rooms. They are
taught to behave in the manner giving the least trouble to the
teacher.':They have to obs‘}ve other mentors actions. They are '
restricted cajoled, enticgd, and bullied intg acceptance and :"

4 reception of adu]t patterns of llfg, given. over to them in potted -

' forty nnnute sect1ons. They are: the sad/;1ct1ms of gkhers expe-

- e <
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‘riences. After this they are examined and tested in factual v
knowledge and documentary evidence. As educational qualities,

memory: and abeorption are placed high above imagination and

response. (Lismer, Note 2)

His condemnation of that type of schoo1iﬁ§ explains, to some extent,‘hfs

-adoption of some“of the more liberal theories connected with child-

centered education. There was, perhaps, also a desire on Lismer's part,

~to be identified with the more avant-garde aspects of the new movement,

as e;emp]ified by the statements of Franz Cizek. Lismer adopted many

of Cizek's theories, but did net apply them to his teaching. practice.
Cizek had turned his back on traditional methods of art instruction

and had proposed that children should be given a new freedom to express

their ideas through the medium of art. His statement that his class was -

‘a place where children could, "Grow, develop and matuFe,“ (Viola, 1944,

p. 12) was considered radical at the time, and.preséented those who were
. ’ ) .
involved in art’education with a new and attractive alternative. His

approach seemed full of proﬁise and appeared to give hope for a new era
in art education. o o

‘Viola described Cizek's way 6f woréinglin the following terms;
"If it is permissible to speak of a ‘Cizek method' it can only be
aescribed as fo]]owé; to let the child depict whatever heglikes, to -
let him use whatever techn1que he shows most aptitude for, and never to
correct h1s work," (V1o]a, 1944, p. 16) This meant that there was a
dramatic reduction in the role of the-teacher in the art room. C1zekl
saw himself a "a mere onlooker" (Wilson, 1921; p. 14) \q9d~an "invisible'

spirit," (Art education considered as growth and self-fu]fi]iment, 1924,

p. 1) He said, "The teachervmust renounce everything here. He must be

4
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nothing - the child everythigg." (Viola, 1944, p. 45) This statement
indicates that he believed that there was little teaching to be done
because, as he said, "The child is born with creative gower.” (Viola,

- 1944, p. 44) The teacher's—role-in-Cizek's model of art education was
thqt of an atten&ant who waited for children to develop as they worked
through a process of "growth and self-fulfillment." (Viola, 1544, p. 44)

fhis radical approach to art education was, as Entwis@]e has pointe%
out c1osefy Tinked with thé finpings of psychoana]yt{ca1 theory. (1920;

p. 57) Cizek believed that true art,could only be created from the
subconscious, "What originates from the conscious is thought out -
everything great has.origipated from the subconscious. Art more and more
dries up because) it is supplanted by the intellect." (Viela, 1944, p, 33)
He'5e1ieyed that in art, there should be no enlightenment; "Art is like
love and religion. If the}e is eniightenment love and religion are gone."
(Viola, 184@, p. 46) Cizek'denied'thqt he looked at child art from a
psychological point of view. (Viola, 1944, p. 32) However, his arienta-'
tion towards art‘which came from the subconscious and which was, in hié
opinion, inhibited by conscious intellection, placed him within that
category. (Entwistle, 1970, p. 56)

Cizek became well known through exhibitions of his children's work
which t;avelled.to England and North America. Lismer embraced much of
Cizek's phi]osopﬁ&, and this was notable in his diScussions with his

ﬂstaff, andoin his lectures and writings. He told his teachers that they
must have, "A wi11iﬁgnes§ to sacrifice personal know]edgeband static
formulae in favor of the child's needs", (Lismer, Note }), and that they

"Must‘approach with no preconceived theory, but must discover it with

the child." (Lismer, Note 4) These were statements which placed the child"’

t

i, st i
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in a passive position,‘as in Cizek's approach in which the teacher was
"nothing, the child everything." (Viola, 1944, p. 45) However, the way
in which Lismer used the Project Method meant that his instructors pre-

sented both verbal and visual motivation, a position which could be

called directive rather than passive. A comparison can also be made
between Cizek's statement ‘that he‘had, “liberated the child," (Viola,
1944, p. 43) and a similar statement by Lismer, in which he said that,
"Freedom 1§ essential to 1ife;s full expression."'(Lismef, Notg 5)
Lismer, however, héd reservations about the quality and the\amount of
freedom which should be given to children in the art }oom. In a paper

presented at a éonference in 1946, he described different types of

instructors, -and-criticized the teacher who had a permissive attitude
. . . %
towards art .education; L

The teacher who believes in freedom - she tries to develop origina-
1ity and personal expression in her class and lets her_chf]dren
derxaét1y as they please. The lack o%.directibn, lack of cohesive
thought and act{on turns freedom {nto license. This teacher has
' not been a participator. (Lismer, Note 65 ' |
'On another occasion he said of. children £h$t, "They don't want freedom,
they do need ggidénce of course." (Lismer{ Note 7) He was.perhaps
among those educators, o | :
wh9 would question this'presymption in favour Bﬁ freedom, by po
" means convinced that we §hou1d 31ways opt for‘freedom ahd arguing )
the need for constraints, especially in edudat{on...we are offered
a concepf of controlled freedom, apparently a contradiction in

terms. (Entwistle, 1970, pp. 49-50)

kismer's rejection of Cizek's methods may have been influenced by
I
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Dewey's criticism of-the*perm{EETVe model of education. Dewey sa{d that,
There is a pregent tendency in so-called advanced schools of educa-
tional thought (by no means confined to aiil;]asses like tho;e of |
Fizek) to say, i%'effébt, let us surround ils with certain
mater{als, tools, app]ianﬁes, etc. and then et pupils respond to
these things accordiﬁg to their own desires. Above all let us‘not

a ~Suggest to them what they shall do, for that is an unwarranted
trespass upon their sacred 1nte]1e;tua1 individuality since the
essence of such individuality.is to set up ends and aims.,

(Archambault,-1964, p. 153) L :

}his study has examined the Fraditiona] model of education in which
the teacher was dominant and.the child passive, and the permissive model,
represented by Cizek, in which the teacher was passive and the child
dominant. Dewey proposed a more moderate approach in which the.child and
the teacher worked together in a system of cooperative learning. This
approach has seen, at the time, as an innovation in educational practice
and has become the most generally accepted approach to £Eaching chi]dreh.
Dewey was primari]; interested in the context and implications of educa-
tion within a democratic society, and waﬁted ;chools £o become microcosms
of that society. He proposed that children should be the age&ts of their
own learning, participating in dec%siong about the directions and content
of their schooling and sharing in ‘the choice of their own study material,
The teacher in this situation became a guide angngdviser and with the
§tuden£ formed part of a cooperative system of learning.

Dewey's orientation was towards, "The scientific mode of enquiry

and the scientific systemization of human experience... and this way of

thinking and approaching the world became a major feature of his philo-
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sophy." (Deighton, 1969, p. 82) He was theréfore out of sympathy with
an approach such as Cizek's which excluded the intellect aha relied on
the subconscious to aid a child's déye]opmedt. Lismer's admiration for
both Dewey -and Cizek placed him in a position between two different
modes of thinking, the intuitive and the intellectual. The theories
he”suppbrted were concerﬁed with art which came from the child's sponta-
neous expression and therefore originated in the subconscious, hon—

intellectual faculty. In contrast the method .he chose encouraged art

making which was supported by the children's research and therefore was

designed to improve intellectual capacity. Contemporary research (Fincher, -

A Y .
1976, pp. 138-156) suggests that there are two different ways in which

,
{

" the brain processes’information. Sydney Wolff writing about these

findings said:

Recent research in coﬁnitive psychology and brain physiology indi-

cates the existence of two different kinds of intelligence or sets
of information processing rules; ong_;gqggnt{a1 or ana1ytiéa], the
other wholistic or relational. This duality has been variously
1abé11ed ratiéna] and intuitive, objectivg, subjective, convergent
and divergent, 9nd'exp1icit and tacit. All these are ways'of l
saying that the braiﬁ is‘bicéme}a]; the 1éfi hémisphere speciali-
zing in language, and the right hemisphere in intujtive—perception.
(Judson, 1980, p. 35)

This ﬁesearéh suggests that teaching methods which do not combine these

two processes will not ultimately be successful. The traditional model

in which Lismer was raised, dealt almost exclusively with the forming of

'1og{ca1 chains of information" (Judson, 1980, p. 35) and has now been

i

abandoned. Cizek's permissive model which relied almost exclusively on

*



the intution is similarly no longer in general use. Dewey's approach
was, perhaps, a more balanced model which offered the student a personal
“choice of subject matter to be studied. This insured a relationship
between the student and the learning material which encouraged some us%

of intuitive perceptual powers. Lismer did not, however, adopt all of

4
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Dewey's recommendations and omitted, perhaps the most vital area of Dewey's

£

concern, that of allowing students to play a part in the selection of

their subject matter. The following quotation shows the .importance which

Dewey placed on the persohql‘involvement of the student in the area of
study.
. Although the logical organization of sbbjeét matter is the proper
goal of learning, the logic of the subject canno®be truly meaning-
- ful to the Tearner withoﬁt his psycholbgica] and personal
involvement in exploration. (De@ey,'TP?B, p..160)

Dewéy stressed that in the choice of subject to be studied a discusSion

between student and teacher was essential to student involvement. The N

teacher was therefore not a passive, figure, but should, "Share in a
discussion regarding what is to be done and be as free to make suggestions S

as anyone else.” (Archambault, 1964, p. 154) In Lismer's Saturday classes - ”\&.

it appears that topics for the pageant projects were pre-arranged by the

instructors and were not determined by the students. This must have been

{J
considered necessary because of the long-range planning required to put

. -

on the Christmas tableaux and the Spring pageant. A quotation from the

staff meeting held on January 1939 shows the importance placed on the

r . H
1ntegﬁation of the -subject matter, and a selection of the topics which
" were chosen, some of which were c1eaﬁ1y outside the experience of the |

-

students involved: ;ﬁg ’ . . - -

o
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i From this it can be seen that the teachers chose their topics to fit the

|
1

|

. N

Ny Erm@ Lennox Suttcliffe: In the fwelves we are planning, as usual,

,'u .
ﬁfgage and a small group. The usual subJect matter as planned«kf ,

relation to the wHole term_will continue tQ be worked through
Dance forms prominent, younger chlldren doing p]ant and an1ma1 .t
rhythms, although this might not work with a sport theme. Older
groups might do a history of sport.....Men playing aneient games,

v Germah‘fencing school, Bretton game of shuttles...,South Sea shoot-

ing, a Medieval May day. (Staff Meeting, Note 8)

theme of the presentations. Dorothy Medhurst was questioned.on the pro-

blems of sustaining student interest in a pre- arranged top1c, she saad /’\’\’/“[‘

-

"If it doesn't catch fire, then you have. to dump.it, and many things were

,’4

dumped. If you are pedd11ng Greek char1ots and it's a dud, yau\don t
.

{persist with it, you drop it and start aga1n~W1th something else."

“\
(nghurst, Note 9) Again the new topic would have to be picked to fit

into the pageant theme. When asked whae happened to a child who did no?
ant to work on’the group topic,lwil1iam Withraw, once a child in one of
Lismer's:c[asSeé,-remembers that, "If ; supportive or ancillary role could
not be devised for the occasional loner, that'chde was subt]y given hq
administrative responsibility." SWihhrow, Note 10) It is clear’that
children who wanted to work on the%r own ideas whi]e'preparing for- the
pageant were not entouraged to do so, In ehis,situatioh'the wishes of
the children as a group were respected, but individudl diffeﬁences‘wehe
not accommodated.® It was be]ieved at the tipe, however, that the:method
which was belng used was child- centered perhaps because of statements

made by Lismer to that effect Medhdrst when asked how she thoughﬁr

children could be expressing thelr own 1dbas if the subject matter came

v - . . ¢

, . - . woe . A

%



.

-t

- ’ . 72
@3
from someone else; replied; o . ) PY

*

' /
Well if the subject matter caught fire, I think you can say it comes

BYAN .
- .from the child because it’is in fact becoming part d¢f his experience,

PR

a part of.somethipg he cares about.,.It wouldn't be child-motivated

© " in the-sefise that it doe§nf¥ always Bave to depend‘on some experience

» in the child's past. I tﬁink to:me,'iz includes bringing in new
possibi]igjég to- children which if they become real to the kids

they can use along with all the 6thenap

Inperviéweré' So %hey are not dealing with their own experience?

' Medhurst: Possibly not, exceht that, can one draw a firm line ’

v - between taﬁgib1e real-1ife experience if it -becomes sufficiently
* real? I guess what I'm saying: . to the child which is real, the

. thing that he did last week and was pleased and excited about? Or
‘;;e thing he really thinks about with great intensityaand‘invo1ve-

'//MQnt. (Medhurst, Note 11)

It 1§ difficult to dﬂdersténd how this approach could Be called child-

centered if Cizek's definition is used, in which, "The teacher must
renounce everything." (Viola, 1944, p, 45) Or if the definition comes

) from’Dewey, who be]ieved that.the teacher and pupil should, "Share in
a discussion regarding what'is to be done." (Archambau]t, 1964, p. 154)
In addition the subject matter chosen was frequent]x outside 'the experience
of the children, and heaTt with exotic tépics which were mainly‘éeogra-“-
phical and hi$lorical and'néeded visual reinforcement to give }he needeq
:lpformatiohf Lismer had, in fact, a very large collection of p(ctqrja1

/

-material which Medhurst remembers was used "an enormous amount.";(Med-

" hurst, Note 12) The use of this type of material in conjunction with

. slides and films would, it is suggested, have removed the students even
PR 5 h
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further from their own, "spontaneous expression;" an element which Lismers
S . - ‘

“had advised his teachers to look for in children's art work. (Lismer, Note
13y 7 \? T v
The presentation of a teacher inspired topic, reinforced with vi!sua‘1
material suggests an additional interest in the educational possibi]iti‘&s !
. in this way of making art. Indeed Lismer said that h1s aim was to "use
art as a means to deve]op child character and knowledge." (Lismer, Note
14) VYanover described his way of working as follows, "They (the ch”dren)_
would be given a topic, and they would research and learn everything they
' ‘could about“i‘t Then they would explore and f1nd suitable materials to
111ustrate what they knew, . (Yanover, 1980, p. 20) giowever, after they
i\ad completed their research the children would make full use of their
artistic 1icense and ignore what they had learned (McLeish, 19;‘;‘ p. 148)

which would tegd to. negate rather than reinforce“a'ny kgowledge gained,

extept in the broadest sense. The search after knowledge suggests that
; ——

L pa—

during ‘the heNd of preparafion for the pageant,.at least, Lismer was

(

- more interested in intellectual than in intuitive art-making, which was.

k]
) +

eontrary to statements he made about the re-direction of the teacher,

ward'é.a new conspiracy with the child to rediscover himself." (Ljsm}e:,
Note 15) There is no doubt that, there was a sincere belief on the f;art
of Lismer's staff that kis way of working encourdafed, “1'deas and expres-
si'on," as the quotatmn frqym Medhurst suggests - However, Anne Savage,
a noted Montreal artist and teacher who was very familiar wi th Lismer's
methods' made ‘the following observations; A .

They would have some subject like China, or India:for their local .

pageant and the children would make all sorts of cut-out papens

and things, then someone e]se wou]d pick them up and arrange them ’

4 %
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into a dress...then someone else would take them. The only\trouble

~ was there wasn't so much individual expression. The children were

part of a big movemént. (Calvin, 1967, p. 35) ;

.
-

. There was, as Savage observed little gpportunity for an indiVidué] with

_jdeas td carry them through to completion. The artrmakiﬁg experience,

at least while the pageant was being prepargd, was a group endeavour.

' .Indeed Lismer believed that art teachers stiould, "make a team play of

the art lesson." (Lismer, Note 16) Clearly one of his major concerns
was the social integration of the student. He believed with Dewey that

one of the main functions of education was to help the child to, "under-

stand his responsibility’as a unit in a vast soc1a1~5rder of which he is
T ¢

a minute but important item." (Lismer, Note 17) The position of indivi-

duals within the group, therefore, placed an emphasis on their social

function to the possible detriment of their "1n;3F" development. (See

*

Chapter 3, paae 44) Art-making under these conditions meant an adjust-

.. ment between individuals and the dominant personalities or ideas of the !

/
¢

grouﬁ. Lismer said, "Anything that he (the child) does detrimental to

. ﬁis' f.eﬂow‘is a diasturb,ance’of an organic whole of which he (:s a func-
ti?ning~and vital unit." (Lismer,'Noté 18) Thisiquotation shows that
in this situation Lismer p]aced’the wishes and well-being of the group
abové‘those of the indivkdua]{ a notion c]ﬁse]y'allied toJDewe&'s bhi]o—
sophy, but diametrically opposgd‘to Cizek's. IL‘the preparations for the
pageant therefore, Lismer's emphasis on group dynamics contradicted his
statements on the %mportance of deve1oping‘the individual "through art.
(Lismer, Note 19) The. processes of exchange:fsharipg; and compromise

- which are a necessary part of social maturatiﬁn, are at bégtfgtquestionable

Qay of making art which by its nature requires the progressive deVe]op—

¢
[
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ment of an idea, or sbries of 1dea§ within the context of an individual's
experignce. It appears,. however, that Lismer was not aware of a ¢onflict
between social and individual interests, and said of the pageants;
| Our experiments in this direction result in pdsitive]y huge
presentations given before aidiences of parents, teachers and
. public. The child produces them (coﬁfumes, props, and scenery)
the teachers guide, but interfere as little as possible with the
child's idea." (Lismer, Note 20) - - ) |
The qualjty’of tedcﬁer-interference present-on Saturday mornings was
describea by Withrow who, as a student, had beenLinvolved.in the Indian
pageant; PA \ |
I wore a headdress - we went to Kensington Market and got feathers
_and dyed them and then we seemgd to make a' rea]\dea1 of the use of
>~ cardboard that had corrugations so that you cou1d sgjck the feathers
in the tubular corrugations and make the head band, \Txfhink it
was subtly ;uggested that we felt that we were inventing\ig (sic)
and I think that was the real genius in the way he trained ﬁfs\ ‘
teachers. The children always thought that they had thought al}\\\
these things up; but I think there were little clues dropped.
(Yanover, 1980, p. 20 - !
Wmthrow s statement shows the reluctance oh the part of Lismer's staff to
appear to be teaching. In another comment W1throw sa1d that the prin-
wiples of design were taught but never mentioned. (Withrow, Note 21)
Lismerfs staff seem to have been- caught, perhaps Unconscious]y:_between
a desire to remain in gtpassive role, and the need to ‘maintain the high
standard of tﬁé pégeants. |

b)

Lismer's theories, which originated with Cizek, supported the -
T | |
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not%on that teachers, "do not interfere with ideas and child character

in action." (Lismer, Note 22) Indeed his staff did not admit to teaching
in the accepted sense of the word. Norah McCullough, Lismer's assistant
at the Art Gallery of Toronto, defined her own approach to teachfnq as

follows, "The téacher's;p]ace....is to serve as a discreet quide, and to

release by suggestion." (McCullough, 1938, pp. 24-25) There wis, however,

the problem of producing a satisfactory pageant which was of a suitably
high standard to fit Lismer's reputation as Canada's leading art educator.
The "glorious results” which Withrow remembers did not happen by accident,
and, it is possible, were subject to more control than reports would
suggest. In addition there.appeared to be a pageant style which was
present year after year and which was unlikely to have happened sponta-
neously without some sort of direction onrihe part of the teachers. The
style was' extremely de%orative and there was a‘preoccdpation with pattern
on everything in the presentations, including the enormous banners which
dominated the scene and were covered .with éharacteristic designs on a
large scale, It is possible thai a]fhough L?;mer's staff may not have
wished to "interfere“\with the children's idéas and .expression, it is
—ijkely that under thbvpressure to produce an outstanding pageant they
were placed in *the uncomfortable position of having.to "quide and suggest"
perhaps more than they would have wished, It is interesting to note that
in their subsequent teaching careers ismer's instructors followed child-
centered theorieg to a far greater extent than had been possible under
Lismer's direction perhaps because they did not use’ the Project Method.
Those who observed ﬁorothy Medhurst teaching at the Qntario Institute of
Child Studies noticed that she was much more concerned with individual

development than with the interaction of the group. (Sherman, Note 23)

-
L
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This analysis of Lismer's pedagogy, ,as it referred to his Saturday

morning art-classes, has found that there were serious differences between

his chi]d-cehtered theories and his use of the Project Method. Although

he cons1stent1y supported the notion that the ultimate aim of art educa-

tion "was to re]ease ideas and express1on and to lead out from the child,"

(L1smer, Note 24) he' continued to use a method which was based on the

importance of group.interaction and which, by its nature failed to deal

" - with the individual expressions of each child. This way of working,

“

" however, fulfilled Lismer's social-aims and his notion that the art
activity should be, "social in action, and combine indjvidua] expression
into soéjé] acgz." (Lismer, Note 25) This idealistic notion contained
-ideas which were contrary to his other idéals of art-making as aa intui-
tivé and spontaneous activity carried out by an individual. 'There,were
several eiementsvin Lismer's version of tﬁe Project Method which denied
iﬁdividua]sﬁthe right to make their own decisions. These included the
presentation of pre-arranged subject matter, and the visual material

1

necessary to support that subject, the need to compromise individual

ideas in a group situation, and the need to conform to the requirehents -

and stdndards of the pageant. This study has fo&nd that the Saturday
morning ch11dren's'pageant as an undertaking undermined and indeed

' negated Lismer's child-centered.theories in nearly every way and forced
standards and the need to compromise and organize on Lismer's staff qnd

- studeﬁls.
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. Accordingly this stidy undertook to examine the basis for both his

W

Summary and Conclusions ' &\/

This study has traced Arthur Lismer's career as an art educator

from his early beginnings at the Art Gallery of Toronto to his retire-.
ment from the Montreal Museum of Fine Arts. During his forty years in

museum educatton, one of his main interests were the Saturday classes

which were run for the benefit of city children, and for tréining sltudent

_art teachers. An examination of Lismer's teaching methods, hbwever,
revealed that there \was a lack of consistency between his theory and his

practice. Theoretically he appeared to agree with Cizek's liberal approach,

but in fact he chosé\to use Dewey's socially oriented Project'Method,

-

theo;y and practice, and the people and events which were influential in

shaping his ideas. These included a critical appraisal of the work of

\Franz Cizek and Marian Richardson, the major figures in child-centered

art education, and an examir;ation o’% the theories and methods of John

Dewe;', philosopher, psychologist and educator, It became apparent that

the Child-centered movement included a wide variety of approaches. Lismer's
interpretation was 2 variation of Dewey's Project Method which was dif-.

ferent in ne)arly every respect from the theories of Cizek and Richardson,
: ¢

) ?ﬁs version.of the Project Method was also coloured by other influences

which were traced to his youth in nineteenth century England, in parrti-
cular to William Morris. Theése influences from Lismer's background in

conjunction with the way in which he used the Project Me‘thod were fot in

'harmony with the child-centered approach which hé supported in theory and

whic}\, in the final analysis appears to have been the least important of
his concerns. ' _ Q

L1ismer had phenomenal energy and a sense of mission from which he -
v
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never deviated, and which became more defined as he involved himself in
Museum educe{tion. It was his ampition to educate Canadians in the arts,
but the task was more difficult than he anticipated and his efforts often
met with resistance.  Lismer was unable to tolerate restrictions to h1:s
plans, and his refusal to work within the limitations of bureacracy
possibly robbed the educa,tional‘ system of an opportunity. to change its
approach to art education. Lismer's successes can therefore be seen
more in the‘achievement“s of his students, than in any influénce which he
may have had on the school system. ’

This analysis suggests that in a;{dition to background and other
influences which may have shaped Lismer's pedagogy, his own personality
‘was in part responsible for ‘the problem of’ inconsistency. He Jwas grega-
rious by nature, and enjoyed talking to groups of st|udents and teachers,
and, it i% suggested, woul‘d have found it impossible to follow Cizek's
notion that "the teacher is nothfng, the child everything." There is
no doubt that he was opinionated, and that he enjoyed his position of /
authority as Canada's leading art educator. He was, in ad.&’it;ion, cont‘ra"-
dictory in his statements, and although itv was thought that this was his_
technique for keeping an audience alert, the present study suggests that
this tendency was a result of his eclectic reading habits and his 1£\ck
of critical expertise, jch was also apparent in his sé]ection of a
theory_and praéti ce wh}:hh:were in conflict. ',{h’s continued use of permis-
sive child-centered theory with a method which was fundamentally 'directive
for over forty years, shows his jnabih’ty to Took at his work in an
objecfcive and self-c:riti cal way.

A study of this nature is not intended to discredit the §qb,ject of

‘scrutiny, but is undertaken in order to identify and analyze problems

v R t
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which may be of some relevance té contemporary art education. Lismer's
prpmotiﬁn of one type of theory while he was engaged in an entirely
different tyge of pracf1ce presents a clear example of a problem to
which art education has long been vulnerable. Current research indicates
a crit?ca1~awareness of this problem, and of the impgrtance of a sound
theoretical approach. in combinatioﬁ with'a re]evant‘supportive‘methoq.

{n conclusion I would like to balance some of. the ériticism which.
this study‘has levelled at Lismer's work, an& include two quotations which
will, pe(haps, add to an understanding of his imporéance to art and art
education in Canada. For the thousgpds of cﬁildren who attended his
Saturd;y.c1a§ses, Anne Savage has, perhaps, céptgred the essential bene-
fits of Lismer's way of working; \

Where are yoq.ever going to...see these Beautiful things made?...;‘

Some people....criticize and say,...."The individual child isn't

going to be developed."” Well of course the individual child is

éoing to be developed. He is going to see something he never ever
] is.going to see agaiq...And he'd remember things he won't ever see

again,...and it would stimulate him. (Calvin, 1967, p. 35)

For Lismer's staff, aséoci@tes and others who were involved in his work
it is fitting-that this study should close with the words of Norah
McCullough who was his assiétaﬁg’for many years;

What I choose to remember about Arthur Lismer is his wry humour,
H}s gift of sympathy for all young people and his enduring friend-
ship for me.. He hasujllyminated the arts for more than two

.

generations of Canadians, and as one of them I will not forget how

~

much I owe him. (Ballantyne, 1964, p. 336)
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